

City of Columbia
MUNICIPAL PLANNING COMMISSION
July 6, 2022

1. Organization 

1.1.  Call To Order
Chairman Charlie Goatz called the July Planning Commission meeting for the City of Columbia to order at 4:00 p.m.  The meeting was held in Council Chambers at City Hall.

1.2.   Roll Call
Quorum present and included the following:

Present were:	 Mr. Charlie Goatz
	 Mr. Thomas Hutto
	 Mr. Randy McBroom
	 Mayor Chaz Molder
	 Mr. Ray Pace 

Absent were:        Dr. Rose McClain
	  Councilman Ken Wiles


                       Other attendees:    Mr. Donnie Boshers, Director of Wastewater
				     Mr. Austin Brass, City Planner                                                                              
				     Mr. Glenn Harper, City Engineer
				     Mr. Paul Keltner, Director of Development Services
				     Mr. Tony Massey, City Manager
                       		                 Mr. Kevin McCarthy, Planning Associate II
				     Mrs. Sandra Richardson, Secretary
				     Mrs. Melissa Sanders, Planning Associate I
				     Mr. Tim Tisher, City Attorney (Zoom)
				     
				   
			    
1.3. Welcome Of Visitors/Rules Of Conduct


2.Discussion Items – Group One – 4:00 p.m.

	Mr. Goatz moved up items requested for deferral.


2.1 Case #22-0100
Request from Pentagon Reids LP for approval of Theta Pike Estates Preliminary Plat consisting of 211 single family lots at Theta Pike and Columbia Rock Road. 

Staff Recommendation: 
Mr. Keltner gave the details of the staff report.  The applicant requested a deferral until August. 

Discussion:
Mr. Goatz moved to defer the item, with Mayor Molder seconding.  Motion to defer passed five to zero.

2.3 Case #22-0077
Request from Scotty Bernick for annexation with Plan of Services of approximately 106 acres being Tax Map 92 Parcels 11.01 and 11.02 with rezoning to RS-10 Single Family Low Density Residential.  The applicant also requests to amend Connect Columbia to remove the subject parcel from the Interstate Gateway Special District. 

Staff Recommendation:
Mr. Keltner stated that the applicant was not going to be able to make the July meeting and they requested to moved to the August meeting. 

Discussion:
Mr. McBroom moved to defer, with Mayor Molder seconding.  Motion to defer passed five to zero.


Mr. Goatz stated that he would like to start out hearing from Mr. Donnie Boshers, and he will address the Commission with any and all concerns. 
Mr. Donnie Boshers, Wastewater Department Director, stated that the treatment facility is permitted for fourteen million gallons per day. The average usage through the day is about seven million gallons per day.  They have almost seven million gallons capacity for future growth. The anticipated future average with the new industrial facility, that have come, the Ultium Battery Plant in Spring Hill, will be serviced and also Fiberon out off the bypass.  Fiberon will bring us up to phase one, about one hundred and ten thousand gallons per day.  For the Ultrim Battery Plant, they are anticipating about thirty thousand gallons per day. With those two it is adding about one hundred and forty to one hundred and fifty gallons per day to the plant.  With those large facilities coming it is not hitting Wastewater with hard capacity very much.  Wastewater is currently under contract with the consulting engineer, J.R. Walker of Nashville, for the design and the new treatment facility with the expected completion date about June of 2027. The department is anticipating staying up with the growth in the area. The study that is currently being conducted are the Bear Creek Pike Sewer Shed and the Freehand Lane that will qualify Wastewater existing flows in those areas allowing our department to return the water upgrade, if any are needed to the existing sewer sheds to handle what is coming down the road.  At this present time Wastewater has not had any trouble with either of these sewer sheds. Both studies are not to correct the problems our department have now, it is to anticipate what is coming in the future.  To meet the permit limit for the State of Tennessee along with the rules and regulations; this department would have to have the capacity to handle the increased flow.  That is what the plans are permitted on, fourteen million gallons a day. 

Mr. Goatz asked what will the new plant be able to process.  Mr. Boshers stated that it would put it at a maximum capacity of thirty-four million gallons a day. Currently the plant maximum capacity is about twenty-six million gallons per day. This will give a limit of about fourteen million gallons per day. Yesterday the average flow was three million gallons. The new plant is based on summer averages of fourteen million gallons a day.  Wastewater average about seventeen to eighteen million gallons a day. Mr. Goatz inquired about the study completion on Bear Creek Pike if it will meet the anticipated deadline.  Mr. Boshers stated that it will probably be late November, or December before all the results will be received. This is to maintain and ensure that we have the capacity in the future to handle what might be coming next. Mr. Broom inquired once the  annexation request move forward completing the review process in a few months, if Mr. Boshers  hasn’t gotten the study back will he be signing off that it is okay.  Mr. Boshers stated that he should have a good idea by then by late November or early December.  The final number crunch will be then, he was hoping a little earlier. He also stated that he feels confident with the capacity and what he know is there right now.  Mr. McBroom stated that the capacity is not his question.  He was talking about the pump station.  Mr. Boshers stated that it’s the lines going to and from.  There are two pump stations, the Bear Creek Pike sewer shed, the Bear Creek Pike pump station itself, and one out by the interstate. He also stated that he feels pretty confident that he will be able to make a determination on that before December. Mr. McBroom inquired so the Commission will not be bumping the pump stations then all of a sudden, there’s another big flow on Bear Creek Pike. Whoever is the developer for that area will have to fix the pump station.  Mr. Boshers stated that they have had conversations with the developers that are in there now, and they are aware and are in agreement to cost share some of the financials, and upgrades that are going to happen and they understand. Mr. Boshers also stated that on some of the plans they have not seen yet, and that will have to be approved through them first, and then TDEC. Mr. Boshers stated that he can’t speak for specifics right now because he has not seen specific plans. Mayor Molder thanked Mr. Boshers for the overview.  He stated that the study that is being performed now is not designed to tell us regarding the capacity issues, because we already know for one that we don’t have any capacity issues, and we are doing the largest capital expenditure in the City’s history improving, upgrading, and enhancing the capacity of the plant, right.  Mr. Boshers stated correct. Mayor Molder stated what this study is going to do is tell us if there are any specific needs for updates or enhancements to the pump stations that serves this Bear Creek Pike corridor, and if so in turn can allow an opportunity for the developer to help pay for a portion of those improvements if any are deemed necessary.  Mr. Boshers stated yes, Wastewater historically has not used City funds to update areas for developers or builders to benefit from.  He also stated they do have preventive maintenance upgrade that have to do with the infrastructure themselves. They just went through two major pump stations upgrades, and they just upgraded over seventeen thousand five hundred feet of sewer lines within the city. That is one of the things that Wastewater pay for. Mr. Boshers also stated that they do not historically put City funds into increasing the capacity or the remote transportation from the development to the Wastewater Treatment Plant. There are city lines within the city that the City puts in a long time ago.   Mayor Molder stated that because of the timing of the study it actually works out well. The Commission will have this study providing some of the media suggestions for improvements to an area that is undergoing potential extensive development that the developers will be there and able to share the cost. Mr. Goatz inquired about using City funds to conduct the study.  Mr. Boshers confirmed yes, this was approved by City Council in the amount of eighty thousand dollars. 

2.2 Case #22-0078
Request from Greg Gamble, for:
Comprehensive Plan Amendment to change the future land use designation from Suburban Neighborhood to Suburban Corridor for 68.5 acres;
Annexation of approximately 413 acres; and
Rezoning with approval of a mixed-use Preliminary PUD Master Plan for:  76.35 acres RM1-PUD with limited commercial/office uses; and 343.43 acres RS-6-PUD, being Tax Map 90 Parcels 16 and 12.01.

Discussion:
Mr. Greg Gamble was present to answer questions.  Mr. Goatz stated that the Commission know the concerns with traffic, and water if your concern has been addressed please acknowledge. 
Public Comments:  Mr. Gabe Howard 1270 Cranford Hollow Road, stated that a letter and petition was provided. He expressed concerns with growth, school overcrowding, cost share, the comments from Maury County Schools, looking at cost, working together, Mayor comments on Feb. 9th, online information, Duck River preserve and protect, storm water runoff, and voting no today.   Mr. Ethan Seago, 236 Bear Creek Pike, expressed concerns with school overcrowding, and school average capacity, reviewing information without comments from the schools, long term affects, and school accommodation.  Mr. Trevor Pennington, 1202 Greymore, shared concerns with schools, Duck River, rezoning criteria, limiting developments, environmental study, and storm water runoff impact on the river.  Ms. Bella Coyne, 948 Crosby Court, discussed concerns with the impact by portions of the Duck River, letter from their consultant, impacts, post construction, quality of water drawn from the river, protecting the mussels and water supply, USDA soil unsuited detention for this project, and criteria. Ms. Sharon Babcock, 1814 Rock Springs Road, expressed concerns with water compromise, droughts, lawsuits, growing population, water quality analysis, considering a different comprehensive plan amendment, preserving landscaping, quality of water, runoff, filtering.  Mr. Jason Whatley, 319 West 8th Street, expressed concerns with the direction that we are headed, this Commission reviewing the law about what you are supposed to do, doubling the city size, adequate facility to schools, the direction that we are going, land mass, unsustainable model for growth, consider the direction we’re headed, mistakes of other cities, lack of schools, and funding. Mr. Dave Webb, 507 Jonells Way shared concerns with the drinking water, the storm water run off from developments this size to the Duck River, Maury County and Spring Hill gets their water from CPWS, finding a better solution, storm water, traffic on Bear Creek Pike, and traffic lights additions. Ms. Kim Kersey, 112 Austell Drive, wanted to express that she is appalled at the lack of cooperation between the City and County Government, she urged the Commission to vote no.  Mr. Sam Whatley, 319 West 8th Street, expressed concerns with the urban development, land capacity, cultural capacity, and sustainable developments.  Mr. Michael Fulbright, expressed concerns with school capacity, Columbia doesn’t have the money to build new schools, property tax increase, the School Board doesn’t have the facilities that are needed, classes are being added which increase the need for teachers, and increases the need for transportation, and school buses.  He asked for deep thought to go into this planning smart, and taking the school board into consideration. Mr. 

Joshua Gibbs, Kolter Land, representing the applicant, explained how they are planning to protect the Duck River, and shared processes. Further discussion included having engineers, planners, protecting, stormwater, development done in phases, storm water monitoring, environment control, upgrades willingness to help Wastewater, overall capacity for fire protection, water treatment expansion, construction, the applicant has reached out to Mr. Van Boshers, Maury County Highway Department,  to see how they can help with the Iron Bridge Road and water run off situation, solutions, stabilizing, and paving the entrances. Additional discussion included being willing to make a donation of twenty thousand dollars to the school system, and listening to City staff.  Mr. Greg Gamble, applicant stated that they started with Environment Engineers, and they specifically looked at the Duck river area, and their Environmental consultant was present if there were any questions. Further discussion included increasing the amenity area, adding more parking, they are asking for a number of variances, RS-6 to have front porches to encroach beyond the setback line request, increase request for multi family units, multi family 3 story unit to allow for a gable roof, also requesting on street parking to be allowed in the count for the required parking, reduced the number of lots, the daycare will be open to the public.  The daycare will be triggered with the phasing.  Mr. McBroom asked what guarantee does the Daycare have that it will show up.  Mr. Gibbs stated that when the amenities show up.  Mr. McBroom stated that he was talking about the commercial part, will it lose the feature since it is at the end. Mr. Gibbs stated that this development could potentially have twenty thousand square feet of commercial. They have the architecture for the Daycare Center, and it has been designed.  Further discussion included river access, boat ramp, canoe launch, approval, no guarantees, meeting design criteria for access, log cabin on the property, the traffic signal is warrantied and required.  Mr. Goatz asked if this particular area was designated as an Area of Change.  Mr. Keltner stated that he doesn’t believe it is.   Further discussion included Suburban Corridor, RM-1 townhomes, single family apartments, neighborhood commercial, RS-6, Suburban Neighborhood, density, details in staff report, and following the review of  3.19.6, and 3.18.7 in the motion. Mr. Goatz made a motion to deny based on 3.19.6 item A whether the proposed change would be consistent with the intent, as stated that it may be consistent goals, along with item 3.19.6 B, and item 3.18. 7B the rezoning, and as stated with the school zoning we do not have the adequate facilities to support the size.  Mr. McBroom seconded the motion. Mayor Molder stated that he supports the motion to deny the request. Thanks to Planning for helping us navigate through this diverse project, and to the developers for putting together a good proposal. Ultimately he just can’t get behind this project at this stage given the amount of density there contained in that property. He also stated with regards to growth and the fact that there was a statement said that are we creating a community that we want our children and grandchildren to come back to.  Mayor Molder said our children and grandchildren are not going to want to come back to a community that is not growing, and is not experiencing school related needs and issues regarding capacity because he think at the end of the day children and grandchildren are going to come back to a thriving community where you have First Fridays, where you have people so many people that they are running out in the streets because of the overflow.  At the end of the day he stated that he believes that growth is a good thing for our community when it is done in a responsible way.  While this property is suited for a development of some kind in the future, as are other in this same area that 

are suited for development in the future.  For this particular application he cannot support it, for those reasons. Motion to deny passed five to zero.  Mr. Keltner stated that this is a recommendation, and this recommendation could go forward to City Council with a recommendation of denial. Mr. Goatz stated that the applicant has the right to take the request on to City Council.
  
 
2.4  Case # 22-0079
Request from T-Square Engineering for Annexation with Plan of Services for portions of Tax Map 90 Parcels 12 and 13 off Bear Creek Pike with rezoning of all to RM1-PUD with Preliminary PUD Master plan approval.

Staff Recommendation:
Mr. Keltner gave the details of the staff report. This is a request to annex a portion of the property. This is within a Suburban Corridor district. There was a resubmittal of the single- family elevations, but staff did not receive a resubmission on the townhomes elevations. The review criteria is 3.19.6, and 3.18.7 of the Columbia Zoning Ordinance. 

Discussion:
Mr. Nathan McVey, T-Square Engineering, was present to answer questions. Discussion included the separation of homes have been updated, variances, and setbacks.  Mr. Dave Webb, 507 Jonell’s Way, expressed concerns with the variance request, the number of traffic lights on Bear Creek Pike, the closeness of the homes, and traffic lights on Nashville highway. Mr. Jerry Strayhan, 234 Patterson Drive, expressed concerns with the variance, townhouses, and proper spacing of the homes. Ms. Rebecca Strayhan, 234 Patterson Drive, had concerns with density, small lots, and abide by current RS-40. Kitty Sokol, 301 Patterson Drive, expressed concerns with the buffer, leaving the trees, and spreading the homes out. Mr. Nathan McVey, stated that they have street buffers proposed, he discussed the variance request, dressing up the frontage, and the widening of Bear Creek. Further discussion included the submission of the rear of the townhomes, the townhomes will be facing Bear Creek Pike with a ten-foot screen buffer behind the townhomes. Mr. Goatz asked about the variance being requested and if it will be fifty-seven feet. Mr. McVey stated that it will be fifty-seven feet from their property line.  Mr. Goatz inquired about future expansion of Bear Creek Pike, and granting a variance request.  Mr. Harper, City Engineer stated that Bear Creek Pike itself was built with adequate right-of-way for additional lanes, it was designed for growth this should not affect that ability. Additional discussion included putting the units away from the highway, the Preliminary Plat showed the hammerhead, New Codes, conforming to the new codes, elevations, having the appropriate look.  Mr. Goatz moved to deny based on item 3.19.6 b.  Whether the proposed change would be compatible with the existing land use pattern and designated future land uses. The motion was seconded by Mr. Hutto.  Motion to deny passed five to zero. 

3.10-Minute Break

4.Discussion Items – Group Two – 5:00 p.m.
         

[bookmark: _Hlk109636290]4.1 Case #22-0134
Request from Kimley Horn for preliminary PUD master plan approval with rezoning from RS-40 (Low Density) to RM1-PUD (High Density Planned Unit Development) for 342 units located at 1647 Old Highway 99. 


Staff Recommendation:
Mr. Keltner gave the details of the staff report. This item was requested to be deferred based upon Technical Comments. 
Discussion: 
Mr. Goatz moved to defer, with Mr. McBroom seconding.  Motion to defer passed five to zero.

4.4 Case #22-0102
Request from Highland Corporation for approval of a Comprehensive Plan amendment and rezoning from RS-20 (single family low density residential) to commercial with a Preliminary PUD Master Plan at Trotwood Avenue and Sunnyside Lane, being Tax Map 112 Parcels 22-24. 
  
Staff Recommendation:
Mr. Keltner gave the details of the staff report. This is a deferral request allowing the applicant more time to discuss potential plan modifications. 

Discussion:
Mr. Goatz moved to defer, with Mr. Hutto seconding.  Motion to defer passed five to zero.

[bookmark: _Hlk103349523]4.2 Case #22-0101
Request from Joseph Ahler for approval of a Planned Unit Development with Preliminary Master Plan consisting of 198 townhome units located at 1451 Lasea Road and Bear Creek Pike.
  
Staff Recommendation:
Mr. Keltner gave the details of the staff report. This request is sitting inside a Suburban  Corridor.  

Discussion: 
Mr. Joseph Ahler was present to answer questions.   Discussion included the grounds for the previous deferral, this is a PUD revision, conforming to the new codes, standards, improving elevations and designs, and interstate access.  Mr. Goatz moved to deny, with Mr. McBroom seconding.  Mayor Molder asked for clarification of the motion.  Mr. Goatz stated that the character and elevations that he sees would not conform. He would like to see it more designed in an element that would conform to the new zoning ordinance that would potentially be adopted. Mayor Molder stated in terms of direction for the developer the motion will be suggesting that they come back with something that is in compliance with the new zoning code if it passes at the July meeting.  He asked would it be better instead of denying the motion to defer again, because at that point it would be a zoning ordinance in place that we could direct him to or speculative if it passes the Commission would want it to go in that direction.  He also stated that he knows it has already been deferred once, and the developer has the opportunity to bring this forward to City Council. This is one that could get caught in the cross area, and by the time it comes forward to City Council we may have a new ordinance.  Mr. Keltner stated that the Commission deferred it the first time, and it would have the applicant request for it to be deferred a second time. Mayor Molder stated that it seems like the Commission would have more leniency to defer an item if it is the perogative.  Mr. Keltner explained that the Commission has a time frame from when a request comes to when a motion needs to be made. The applicant can continue to defer it, but the Commission has a time frame which is sixty days. Mr. Keltner discussed the process.  Motion to deny failed with a vote of two to three, with Mr. Hutto, Mayor Molder, and Mr. Pace voting nay. Mr. Brass stated with the new code it would come to staff with a site plan to meet the RM-1 zoning.  Mr. Keltner stated that the PUD designation stays with it, they still have the right under the current standards to move forward as a PUD, since it is already established.  Mayor Molder asked Mr. Brass what was he suggesting by his point.  Mr. Brass stated that Mr. Goatz made the point that he wanted to move forward with more certainty, and the new codes lay out the certainty. Being a PUD the applicant still has options for variances and those types of things if it is still an option on the floor in a PUD, standard.  Mayor Molder stated meaning the Commission would maintain some control with the PUD in place.  Mr. Brass stated that staff did give direction to the applicant moving forward. Mr. McBroom asked if the Commission would like to see this as a PUD, and does it meet the intent. The Commission can look at it like that. Further discussion included voting on this request as it is, this request was denied before, they came back this time with some improvements, and the applicant pointed out what changes had been made from the previous.   Mr. Ahler stated that they took the units that people could see coming from the interstate to town and flipped those so that nobody could see them.  The builder has provided updated architecture as far as the front, and the materials that are going to be used.  There will not be any vinyl.  They are upscaled units, and buffer have been added.  They have not been asked in the last six months to bring this development in on the new zoning with all the work that has been done. He also stated that they have done all that was asked of them to do. They have widened the road, provide buffers, remove the high density from the northern property, and they would request to be allowed to move forward.  Mayor Molder asked Mr. Keltner to remind him on the annexation in 2016.  Mr. Keltner stated to clarify this is going to stay a PUD unless they ask for it to be removed.  The point was as a PUD you can essentially do as you wish to see for that piece of property. The Commission is not saying that it needs to be under the new code.  What he understands is that it needs to help conform closer to the code whether it be adopted or not it is still a standard that is being applied. It will still be a PUD under the current 3638 code. Additional discussion included cleaning up the garage frontages, the changes, elevations submitted, provided the additional parking near the units, seeing higher density townhomes slow down, mixed use base product type, adding in street elements, and parking areas.   Mr. McBroom stated that what we have to ask ourselves is will this better Columbia, and improve our standards.  Mayor Molder asked the applicant if they would like to request a defer.  Mr. Ahler stated 

no one said that they didn’t like it. Further discussion including having an issue affecting the interest rate.  Mr. McBroom moved to approve with Mr. Hutto seconding subject to technical comments. Motion to approve failed two to three, with Mr. McBroom, Mr. Pace and Mr. Goatz voting nay. 


4.3 Case #22-0103
Request from Wade Kincaid for Annexation and Plan of Services with rezoning to RS-6 (Medium High Density) of Tax Map 90 Parcel 29.02 and a portion of 29.00 off Martin Drive. 

  
Staff Recommendation:
Mr. Keltner gave the details of the staff report. This request was deferred last month with questions regarding sewer, and improvements on the road. The land use is Urban Neighborhood and it does support the RS-6. The applicant verified that the RS will suffice as well. 

Chairman Goatz abstained.  Mr. McBroom led the discussion.

Discussion: 
Mr. Gerald Vick, WES Engineering, was present to answer questions.  Discussion included it this pass it will be subject to whatever ordinance in affect at the time they will apply for the Preliminary Plat, street.  Mr. Harper stated that the area concern is from the entrance of this development or the frontage of this development down to Johnny Stone Court.  This Commission would need the applicant to verify that there is a minimal of sixteen foot of pavement width, with the minimal parking lot standard of six inches of stone, two inches of binder, and a inch and one half of mix. Additional discussion include one half of the right-of-way, and following the new ordinance if it is passed this week. Mr. McCarthy stated that the water technical comment was “The availability of capacity to serve will be based on a determination by the Fire Marshal of fire flow requirements and the information submitted on the Water Service Availability Request Application.  CPWS will study the existing infrastructure and determine its ability to serve the proposed development.” They will assess later. Mayor Molder moved to approve, with Mr. McBroom seconding.  Motion to approve passed three to zero, with Mr. Hutto, and Mr. Goatz abstaining.

Item 6 was moved up.

4.6 Case #22-0149
Request from Steve DeSoto for final PUD master plan approval of Bullock Street Townhomes consisting of 16 units off Bullock Street.
  


[bookmark: _GoBack]Staff Recommendation:
Mr. Keltner gave the details of the staff report. 
Discussion: 
Mr. Hutto moved to approve with Mr. McBroom seconding.  Motion to approve passed five to zero.

4.5 Case #22-0127
Request from Steve DeSoto for preliminary plat approval of Bullock Street Townhomes consisting of 16 units off Bullock Street.
  
Staff Recommendation:
Mr. Keltner gave the details of the staff report. This plat is following the Final PUD master plan. 

Discussion: 
Mr. McBroom moved to approve, with Mr. Hutto seconding.  Motion to approve passed five to zero. 



5.  OTHER BUSINESS:
The next scheduled meeting will be July 13th at 4:00 p.m.  Mr. Tisher advised that this meeting be recessed until July 13th and not adjourned. 

6.  ADJOURNMENT:

Mayor Molder made the motion to recess until 4:00 p.m. on Wednesday, July 13th, with Mr. Hutto seconding the motion.  Motion to recess passed five to zero.  Meeting recessed at 6:20 p.m.  



        
Planning Commission Chairman	    	   Date
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