AGENDA ITEM: 15
CASE NUMBER:

P.D. 18-03

DEVELOPMENT NAME:

IVY GROVE PLANNED DEVELOPMENT

LOCATION:

1876 Central Avenue

COUNCIL DISTRICTS:

District 5; Super District 9-Positions 1, 2 & 3

OWNERS:

David and Suzanne Rose

APPLICANT:

Kircher-Uhlhorn Development, LLC

REPRESENTATIVE:

W.H. Porter Consultants (Tim Dagastino)

REQUEST:

P.D. to develop seven (7) residential lots

AREA:

2.26 Acre (+/-98,445 sq. ft.)

EXISTING LAND USE & ZONING:

L.U.C.B. MEETING:

March 8, 2018

Single family home governed by the Residential Single Family
Historic (R-8(H)) District

COMMENTS:
1. The proposal will preserve an existing home on one of the remaining large lots within the Roynon’s
Subdivision. The plan will add six (6) new residential lots to the site with an existing structure.
One new lot will be placed forward of the existing property to remain comparable in size to the
other large lots facing Central Avenue. The development will orient the other five (5) new houses
to the side and rear of the existing structure.
2. The proposed planned development retains the existing 80-foot front building setback along
Central Avenue that resembles the prevailing setback of homes facing Central Avenue.
3. While the proposal creates a total of four (4) new single-family home lots that are smaller than the
requirements of the R-8 Zoning District, the subdivision of the lots are compatible to the pattern of
development that has taken place in this area over the last 100 years.

OFFICE OF PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT RECOMMENDATION

Approval with Conditions
Staff Planner: Staci Tillman

Email: staci.tillman@memphistn.gov
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GENERAL LOCATION

SITE

The subject property is in Central Gardens on Central Avenue, east of McClean, west of Barksdale and south of
Cowden.
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VICINITY & OWNERSHIP
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ZONING MAP

SITE

Surrounding Land Use & Zoning
North:

Single family residences in the Residential Single Family Historic ((R-8 (H)) District

East:

Single family residences in the Residential Single Family Historic ((R-6 (H)) District

South:

Single family residences in the Residential Single Family Historic ((R-8 (H)) District

West:

Single family residences in the Residential Single Family Historic ((R-8 (H)) District
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REVISED SITE PLAN
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ORIGINAL SITE PLAN

The original site plan submitted by the applicant included nine lots as shown above.
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SITE AERIAL VIEW

SITE

STREET TREATMENT

Neighborhood Meeting:
The applicant conducted a neighborhood meeting on Thursday, January 25th, 2018 @ The University Club located
at 1346 Central Avenue.
Public Notice
The applicant posted a notice of public hearing sign to the site at 1876 Central Avenue on January 11, 2018. See
affidavit below. Public hearing notices were mailed on February 16, 2018. The Office of Planning and
Development (OPD) received numerous objections to this application and are attached to this document.

7

P.D. 18-03
L.U.C.B. REPORT

Page 8
March 8, 2018

STAFF ANALYSIS:
Request
The application and letter of intent have been added to this document. The request is for a seven (7)-lot residential
planned development with two (2) common open space areas.
Approval Criteria
Staff agrees the following findings have been met concerning this application for planned development in
accordance with the approval criteria identified in the Unified Development Code Section 9.6.9:
A. The project will not have a substantial or undue adverse effect upon adjacent property, the character of the
neighborhood, traffic conditions, parking, utility facilities and other matters affecting the public health,
safety, and general welfare.
B. The project will be constructed, arranged and operated so as to be compatible with the immediate vicinity
and not interfere with the development and use of adjacent property in accordance with the applicable
district regulations.
C. The project will be served adequately by essential public facilities and services such as streets, parking,
drainage, refuse disposal, fire protection and emergency services, water and sewers; or that the applicant will
provide adequately for such services.
D. The project will not result in the destruction, loss or damage of any feature determined by the governing
bodies to be of significant natural, scenic or historic importance.
E. The project complies with all additional standards imposed on it by any particular provisions authorizing
such use.
F. The request will not adversely affect any plans to be considered (see Chapter 1.9), or violate the character of
existing standards for development of the adjacent properties.
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Site Description and Character of Surrounding Area
The subject site is located within the Central Gardens Historic District in Midtown. This site is located along a
designated Residential Corridor, #36 and within the Central Gardens Historic District. The site is bounded by single
family residences on all four sides. The site contains an existing single-family structure with and inground
swimming pool, and several mature trees. The district is bounded on the west by Cleveland Avenue, on the east by
Rembert Street, on the north by East Moreland Avenue, and on the south by York Avenue. There are several dozen
subdivisions within this area including more than 1,500 structures. Most of these structures are single family homes
built in the late 1800’s to the early twentieth century. The area also contains a few multifamily and civic structures,
as well as schools. The architectural styles of the residential structures within the district vary greatly with
commonality existing in size, orientation and features.

Roynon Subdivision Plat Book 3, Page 130, recorded in 1895

As shown in the above map, in 1895 there were 13 parcels recorded within the subject area bounded by McLean
Ave, Central Ave, Harbert Ave and the Geo Gilham parcel on the east.
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As shown on the map above, 76 parcels (highlighted in red) have been created today from the original 13
(highlighted in black). There are over 5 times as many lots today as existed in 1895.
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0.8 AC
2.26 AC
.90 AC
1.10 AC

0.6 AC
0.6 AC

.89 AC

0.14 AC
.58 AC
0.13 AC

.80 AC

.30 AC

The subject property highlighted in blue on the above map is the largest remaining lot from inception of the Roynon
subdivision.
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The 1927 Sanborn
Fire Insurance Map
shown to the left.
The proposed
planned
development retains
the front building
setback along Central
Avenue (see page 5
for proposed plan).
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Site Plan Review
The proposal is for a seven (7)-lot residential planned development on the north side of Central Avenue,
approximately 200 feet west of the South Barksdale Street centerline. The planned development includes preserving
an existing single-family structure fronting Central Avenue and creating six (6) new residential lots. Two (2) areas
within the development will be reserved for common open space on the 2.26-acre site. The site will include an
internal private drive. The proposed new homes will be governed by the Single Family Residential (R-8) District.
The proposed outline plan reflects lots ranging in size from approximately 6,264 to 15,984 square feet. The subject
plan proposes a net density of 3.09 dwelling units per acre (DU/AC).
Staff has received comments from the public expressing opposition to the applicant’s proposed site plan. Residents
also expressed opposition at the neighborhood meeting held in January. Comments were also received supporting
the proposal. Both opposition and support letters received prior to publication of this report are attached to the end
of the report. Based on review of the comments expressing opposition, it appears most comments referred to the
site’s proposed density or DU/AC. A development comparison (table below) shows that the introduction of the
proposed seven-lot planned development on the site located within the neighborhood block bounded by McLean,
Cowden, Barksdale and Central shows a density of 3.2 DU/AC and is within the range of density existing within the
area on neighboring residential blocks.
Neighborhood Block

Acreage

DU/AC

# Homes

McLean/Cowden/Barksdale/Central-IVY GROVE (7 LOTS)

12.5

3.28

41

Cowden/Barksdale/Central/Rembert

10.5

5.23

55

Central/Barksdale/McLean/York

10.3

4.46

46
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Conclusions
The applicant is requesting a residential planned development to include a total of seven single-family lots and two
common open space lots. The impact to Central Avenue should be minimal since one of the lots will retain the
existing historical structure and the Central Avenue front building setbacks will remain compatible with the setback
of adjacent homes. Six new neighborhood interior-facing homes will be added to this area providing a substantial
investment. The planned development is in character and compatible with the existing development of the
neighborhood, which includes a multitude of lot sizes. In addition, the proposed planned development will not
adversely affect any plans to be considered for the Central Gardens area or violate the character of existing
standards of development on adjoining properties.
RECOMMENDATION:

APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS

OUTLINE PLAN CONDITIONS
IVY GROVE PLANNED DEVELOPMENT, PD 18-03
I.

USES PERMITTED: Any use permitted by right or administrative site plan review in the Single
Family Residential (R-8) District
A.

A maximum of seven (7) single family detached units.

B.
Accessory structure and uses in accordance with section 2.7 and 2.9 of the Memphis and
Shelby County Unified Development Code.
II.

BULK REGULATIONS
A.

The bulk regulations of the R-8 District shall apply with the following exceptions:
1.

The following minimum building setbacks shall be provided
a.

Front - ten (10') feet (Lots 1,2,3,4,6,7,)
eighty (80) feet (Lot 5)

b.

Rear - twenty (20') feet

c.

Side - five (5') feet - all side setbacks except the following:
twenty (20') feet from west property line of Lot 4
twenty (20') feet from east property line of Lot 5

2.

All lots shall have a minimum lot area of 6,264 square feet.

3.

The minimum heated square floor area for a single-family residence shall be 3,500
square feet.

B.

All single-family homes shall be detached dwelling units

C.

All single-family homes shall have a minimum of a two (2) stall covered garage.
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ACCESS, PARKING AND CIRCULATION
A.

One curb cut shall be permitted on Central Avenue and the design, location, and number
shall be subject to review and approved by the City Engineer.

B.

All private drives shall be constructed to meet the Subdivision Regulations, applicable City
Standards, and provide a minimum width twenty-four (24') from curb to curb.

LANDSCAPING, SCREENING, AND BUILDING MATERIALS
A.

The landscape areas shall be owned and maintained by a Homeowners' Association, for
ownership and maintenance purposes. Such maintenance shall include, but not limited to:
removal of fallen objects, debris, trash and mowing.

B.

Any existing trees along the adjacent property lines may be preserved, as applicable.
Protection of the root area around trees shall be provided during construction to avoid
storage or operation of heavy equipment excavation or extensive filling in this area.

C.

A minimum 3" caliper tree will be placed in each front yard.

SIGNS
A.

Subdivision entrance identification signs shall be permitted in accordance with the R-8
District Regulations.

B.

The minimum sign setback from any right-of-way shall be fifteen (15') feet.

GRADING & DRAINAGE
A.

All drainage plans shall be submitted to the City Engineer for review and approval.

B.

Drainage improvements, including possible on-site detention, shall be provided under a
Standard Subdivision Contract in accordance with Subdivision Regulations and the City of
Memphis Drainage Design Manual.

C.

The developer should be aware of his obligation under 40 CFR 122.26(b)(14) and TCA 693-101 et seq. to submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) to the Tennessee Division of Water
Pollution Control to address the discharge of storm water associated with the clearing and
grading activity on this site.

TIME LIMIT
A final plan shall be filed within five (5) years of approval of the Outline Plan. The Land Use Control Board
may grant extensions at the request of the applicant subject to any additional conditions and standards. A
request for a time extension shall be filed a minimum of 45 days prior to the expiration date.

VIII.

FINAL PLANS
15
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Any final plan shall include the following:
A.

The Outline Plan Conditions

B.

A Standard Subdivision Contract as defined by the Subdivision Regulations for any required
public improvements;

C.

The exact location and dimensions, including height of utility easements, private drives, and
required landscaping and screening areas;

D.

The location, ownership, rather public or private of any easement;

E.

A statement conveying all common facilities and areas to a property owners' association or
other entity, for owner and maintenance purposes.

GENERAL INFORMATION
Street Frontage:

Central Avenue-----------------------------------------------------------+/-208.75 linear feet.

Planning District:

Midtown

Zoning Atlas Page:

2030

_____________________________________________________________________________________________
DEPARTMENTAL COMMENTS
The following comments were provided by Inter-Governmental Agencies/Organizations to which this application
was referred:
City Engineer:
1. Standard Subdivision Contract as required in Section 5.5.5 of the Unified Development Code.
Sewers:
2. City sanitary sewers are available at developer's expense.
Roads:
3. The Developer shall be responsible for the repair and/or replacement of all existing curb and gutter along the
frontage of this site as necessary.
4. All existing sidewalks and curb openings along the frontage of this site shall be inspected for ADA
compliance. The developer shall be responsible for any reconstruction or repair necessary to meet City
standards,
5. Central Avenue is improved with 80 feet of right of way and raised median plus curb, gutter & sidewalk.
6. No additional median breaks will be approved.
7. The proposed median in the divided entrance shall be moved outside the existing Central Avenue right-ofway
16
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Traffic Control Provisions:
8. The developer shall provide a traffic control plan to the city engineer that shows the phasing for each street
frontage during demolition and construction of curb gutter and sidewalk. Upon completion of sidewalk and
curb and gutter improvements, a minimum 5 foot wide pedestrian pathway shall be provided throughout the
remainder of the project. In the event that the existing right of way width does not allow for a 5 foot clear
pedestrian path, an exception may be considered.
9. Any closure of the right of way shall be time limited to the active demolition and construction of
sidewalks and curb and gutter. Continuous unwarranted closure of the right of way shall not be
allowed for the duration of the project. The developer shall provide on the traffic control plan, the
time needed per phase to complete that portion of the work. Time limits will begin on the day of
closure and will be monitored by the Engineering construction inspectors on the job.
10. The developer’s engineer shall submit a Trip Generation Report that documents the proposed land use, scope
and anticipated traffic demand associated with the proposed development. A detailed Traffic Impact Study
will be required when the accepted Trip Generation Report indicates that the number fo projected trips meets
or exceeds the criteria listed in Section 210-Traffic Impact Policy for land Development of the City of
Memphis Division of Engineering Design and Policy Review Manual.

Private Drives:
11. Provide cul-de-sac radii on all streets.
12. Identify the drives as “Private”.
13. All private drives/rear service drives shall be constructed to meet pavement requirements of the Unified
Development Code, applicable City Standards, and provide a minimum width of twenty-two feet (22').
14. Easements for sanitary sewers, drainage and other required services as indicated on the final recorded plat
may be located and utilized within private drives. The City shall not be responsible for street repairs within
the private drives, even though the pavement and base may have to be removed to work on sewers or
drainage. The responsibility of repairing the private drives shall be that of the owners and/or Property
Owners' Association.
Curb Cuts/Access:
15. The City Engineer shall approve the design, number and location of curb cuts.
16. Any existing nonconforming curb cuts shall be modified to meet current City Standards or closed with curb,
gutter and sidewalk.
17. Access to Central Avenue via private drive or driveway is prohibited from lots 6 and 9. Convey right of
access to City of Memphis.
Drainage:
18. Drainage improvements, including on-site detention, shall be provided under a Standard Subdivision
contract in accordance with Unified Development Code and the City of Memphis Drainage Design Manual.
19. This site is located in the Lick Creek Drainage basin which is considered very sensitive.
Site Plan Notes:
20. Provide internal circulation between adjacent phases, lots, and sections. Common ingress/egress easements
shall be shown on the final plats.
21. Adequate queuing spaces in accordance with the current ordinance shall be provided between the street
right-of-way line and any proposed gate/guardhouse/card reader.
22. Adequate maneuvering room shall be provided between the right-of-way and the gate/guardhouse/card
reader for vehicles to exit by forward motion.
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23. What is the building setback from private drives?
General Notes:
24. The width of all existing off-street sewer easements shall be widened to meet current city standards.
25. All commons, open areas, lakes, drainage detention facilities, private streets, private sewers and private
drainage systems shall be owned and maintained by a Property Owner's Association. A statement to this
effect shall appear on the final plat.
26. Required landscaping shall not be placed on sewer or drainage easements.
City Fire:
Memphis & Shelby County Health Department:
Water Quality Branch and Septic Tank Program:
Memphis Light, Gas and Water:
Shelby County Schools:
Construction Code Enforcement:
AT&T-TN:
Neighborhood Associations/Organizations:

No comments received.
No comments received.
No comments received.
No comments received.
No comments received.
No comments received.
Comments received from the Central Gardens
Neighborhood Association on February 27, 2018

Staff: st
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APPLICATION
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LETTER OF INTENT
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PUBLIC COMMENTS
The comments provided regarding this case are attached to the end of this report.
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OPPOSITION
The Office of Planning and Development received 58 letters of opposition.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Marjorie Levy
Tillman, Staci
1876 Central
Friday, January 05, 2018 2:45:02 PM

Hello,
I am a neighbor and I am opposed to the proposed development at this address. This is a historic district
and the development goes against the neighborhood guidelines. When is the public meeting on this
development going to be held?
Regards,
Marjorie Levy

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Chris Ledbetter
Tillman, Staci
Development at 1876 Central
Sunday, January 07, 2018 9:57:31 PM

I wanted to send my email in opposition to the planned development at 1876 Central Avenue as the plans released
by the developer do not appear consistent with the look or character of the Central Avenue portion of our
neighborhood. The loss of the historical homesites in the first planned subdivision of our city is irreplaceable. The
city has proven time and again to make poor choices that later generations regret please help us defend our
neighborhood’s character.
Thank you for your time,
Christopher Ledbetter, MD

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

tig tig
Tillman, Staci
1876 Central
Friday, January 19, 2018 1:41:49 PM

I feel this development isn’t a good fit for the neighborhood.
Plus it sets a precedent for others to follow. I can easily see neighborhoods of infills.
This degrades the value of the homes already there.
I understand the city’s need for tax dollars but lowering the standard of living for existing citizens is totally wrong.
There are too many neighborhoods that need this type of development.
Edward F Greene
2108 Evelyn
Memphis, Tn 38104
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Bill and Pam Baldwin
Tillman, Staci
Development on Central
Friday, January 19, 2018 5:59:38 PM

We have been life-long Central Gardens (midtown) residents (since about 1959) and we are GREATLY opposed to
the proposed development on Central Ave (moving existing home towards the street & developing 9 houses behind
this home. Again - we are opposed - this stately old home (even though in much need of repair) should be left where
it's at on the lot - we don't like the cul de sacs & such developments popping up all over Central Gardens!
William & Pam Baldwin
Tnplh@msn.com
Central gardens
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Importance:

Paige Arnold, V.P., Afl. Broker
Tillman, Staci
Central Ave. house moving project
Saturday, January 20, 2018 11:40:53 AM
image001.jpg
image002.gif
image003.jpg
image004.jpg
High

Staci:
This is a BAD IDEA all the way around. Midtown is concentrated enough, and no house should be moved to allow for 9 others
to be built literally in it’s backyard.
I urge you to do all that you can to oppose this. Midtowner’s are TIRED of so-called developers coming into our historic
neighborhoods and ruining them!

Paige Arnold,

Vice President, Afl. Broker
ABR, CPPS, CRA, CRS, GRI, GREEN, MRP, SRS
Circle of Excellence Recipient
Life Member of MAAR & Crye-Leike's Multi-Million Dollar Clubs

Residential, Commercial, Investment & Land Sales in Shelby, Tipton & Fayette Counties
901.870.SOLD (7653) ~ C
901.766.9004 ~ O
901.653.2232 ~ F
Paige@PaigeArnold.com
http://cp.mcafee.com/d/FZsS920wd6QnQn61RXIcCPqaaab3WrXz9J5555xZdN54SrdCRvlm9OFe74qCjr32bEHswCaKLL6zCRC20GMWMMaInYsaAd7uaCzAsZuSzCi3TLCPpISr01br8zNxkZ3BYdCSbI6PtPqpJUTsTsSyrh

Kim Ponder ~ Assistant
901.848.3100 ~ Cell
kponder@bellsouth.net

Crye-Leike Realtors, Inc.

585 S. Perkins
Memphis, TN 38117
#1 in the Midsouth ~ 6th in the Nation!
Licensed in the great State of Tennessee
Agent License #0027115
Brokerage License #257242

For All of Your Real Estate Needs, Turn To
"The Real Estate Paige"
cid:image001.jpg@01CB233F.CB3EE680

“When is the best time to plant a tree? Twenty years ago. The second best time? Today.”—Chinese proverb
To unsubscribe to this email service, simply reply with "remove" in the subject line. It is not my intention to solicit unwanted viewers.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

tnsqwatawa
Tillman, Staci
James Eubanks
1876 Central
Saturday, January 20, 2018 12:31:14 PM

Dear Ms. Tillman--I have a house on Central Ave., in the Idlewild Historical Districty and I am appalled by the proposed
development at 1876 Central.
It IS NOT in character with the neighborhood, and it must be stopped.
DO NOT ruin Central Gardens. People like it to be historical, and they WILL leave if you allow it to be
ruined.
Sincerely,
James Eubanks

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Tracy Wiswall
Tillman, Staci
Central Avenue Housing Development
Saturday, January 20, 2018 8:40:02 PM

I read the following article:  http://cp.mcafee.com/d/2DRPoAcz8srhvhsvKCOqemjpJ5555xZdZNASyyyyMCUyyrdCPqLGH4VkD3ydj9Jd4QsL2JNRXyGb339EVRNYlLtAwaIf6zCMHEUwUaKfT83DjhOqerrXVISrdCOsVHkiP2D1ghGT66DQVv5vlm9OFAfckNeWbSnhOX8upY-GTNbH7X2xvV4isOYfc5OtlvEntH4LcNkLJE_MedCQQTHCPtPqpJUTsTsSyrh
As a resident of Central Gardens I think this is a terrible idea. I have neighbors who live around the only other development such as this in Central Gardens
and there are many many problems with a setup like this. I would have much preferred for the property to be left alone or at least be subdivided into no more
than 2 or 3 houses to keep the character of Central in keeping with the neighborhood.  
Tracy Wiswall
twiswall@aol.com

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Koeppen
Tillman, Staci
Central Ave. house moving
Sunday, January 21, 2018 11:10:12 PM

Hello Staci Tillman
I am in Real Estate, grew up in Midtown, a house flipper as well as an Interior Designer by
trade.
I do not think this is a good ideas to let the Investor, David Rose, move this house.
He bought the house on Central for too high a price and now has to make a profit (OR does
he??).
I do not think this house is structurally sound even to be moved, as I toured it before
Christmas and it needs repair already.
Most investors that buy "off the steps" or foreclosure are not known for their historic
preservation nature... and therefore I think we need to watch this like a hawk.
I'd be happy to take you lunch or just have a phone call to discuss
Further details.
Thanks for your time
Michelle Koeppen
Michelle Koeppen
Hobson Realtors
5384 Poplar Ave Ste. 250
Memphis, TN 38119
Direct:      901-650-6053
Main:       901-761-1622
mkoeppen@hobsonrealtors.com

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

klelaurin@aol.com
Tillman, Staci
Re: 9 family unit proposed for 1876 Central
Monday, January 22, 2018 12:55:04 PM

Dear Ms. Tillman,
I am writing to comment on the proposed development at 1876 Central. I strongly oppose this for many
reasons.
This house is part of Central Gardens and should be protected under all its rules regarding maintaining
the historical accuracy of at least the exterior. The previous owner restored this property down to the
paint colors. The age of the house and size of it should preclude an attempt to move it. Part of its
historical accuracy is where it is sited on the property. This, too, would be lost and broken apart if is
moved.
An even further outrage is the proposal to build 9 additional dwellings on this property. The traffic
congestion alone would be prohibitive, especially with the median on Central and limited area to change
directions. The sudden density of population (if anyone would actually want to live in such an
overcrowded area) will also pose problems.  
I wish the proposed developers would see the error of their ways and would seek other neighborhoods
more conducive to their financial goals. Surely, with the many neighborhoods of Memphis, they might
have more satisfaction by tastefully remodeling areas that would benefit from enhancements.
I hope this development is prevented. Memphis needs more than ever to preserve its history - which is
why Central Gardens is protected from this plan going through.

Kathryn LeLaurin, Ph.D.

-----Original Message----From: Tillman, Staci <staci.tillman@memphistn.gov>
To: klelaurin <klelaurin@aol.com>
Sent: Thu, Jan 11, 2018 8:24 am
Subject: RE: 9 family unit proposed for 1876 Central

Mrs. LeLaurin,
I am the staff planner on this case. You may forward any comments to me concerning this case.
Regards,
Staci Tillman
Municipal Planner
Memphis and Shelby County
Office of Planning and Development
City Hall, 125 N. Main St., Ste 468
Memphis, Tennessee 38103
p: (901) 576-6601; f: (901) 576-6603
Visit our website
Click here for the Unified Development Code.

From: klelaurin@aol.com [mailto:klelaurin@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, January 10, 2018 4:57 PM
To: Tillman, Staci <staci.tillman@memphistn.gov>
Subject: 9 family unit proposed for 1876 Central
How does one offer comments about this matter.?
Kathryn LeLaurin, Ph.D.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Judi Shellabarger
Tillman, Staci
Ivy grove development on Central
Wednesday, January 24, 2018 8:02:28 PM

I am opposed to the development considered for Central Avenue. Moving an historical home and adding more is
not good for the neighborhood.
Judi Shellabarger
Sent from my iPad

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Bacchus, Brian
Tillman, Staci
twiswall@aol.com
FW: Ivy Grove Planned Development
Friday, January 26, 2018 12:15:33 PM

Hi Staci,
I am forwarding the email below for your records.
Thanks,
Hi Tracy,
If approved, the subject properties are subject to Landmarks Commission review and
approval, including the moving and relocation of structures.
Thanks,
From: Tracy Wiswall [mailto:twiswall@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, January 26, 2018 1:31 AM
To: Bacchus, Brian
Subject: Ivy Grove Planned Development
I am not sure I even have the right person but I attended a meeting tonight regarding the "Ivy Grove"
planned development and was seriously taken back when one of the developers eluded to the fact that
they were somehow "doing us a favor: by not advocating tearing down the current historic home shortly
after saying that the home had great bones and would easily be able to be moved. I have never lived in
Germantown, where these folks come from, but I am well aware of the strict provisions enforced by
Germantown in their historic district and I sincerely hope that the City of Memphis intends to follow our
guidelines in much the same manner. The house should be left where it sits and if they can fit 2 or 3
houses behind it, so be it...but that house should be renovated where it stands.
Tracy Wiswall
twiswall@aol.com

Tillman, Staci
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Amy Huber <aahuber44@comcast.net>
Wednesday, January 31, 2018 9:10 AM
Tillman, Staci
PD 18-03, ivy grove development

Dear Ms. Tillman,
I have lived in Central Gardens since the mid 70s. One of the reasons I love my neighborhood is the aesthetic appeal
with the beautiful old homes and trees and front yards.
I and many of neighbors oppose the approval of proposal PD 18‐03. I do not believe that a zero lot line with 9 houses
sitting on less than 2 acres is fitting for this historic district.
I oppose this development.
Thank you.
Amy Huber
620 South Belvedere
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Cynthia Saatkamp
Tillman, Staci
Opposed to 1876 Central Ave. development
Wednesday, January 31, 2018 10:47:49 AM
Central_Development_Opposition.docx

January 31, 2018
Staci Tillman

Land Use Control Board

Memphis and Shelby County Office of Planning and Development
125 N Main St. Memphis, TN 38103

Re: PD 18-03 (Ivy Grove Development, 1876 Central Ave)
Ms. Tillman:

As concerned homeowners in the Central Gardens National Historic District, we strongly

oppose approval of proposal PD 18-03 for the Ivy Grove Planned Development. ‘Zero lotline’ developments such as this do not add to the cultural relevancy of the neighborhood.
They decrease privacy and thus property values. They also ruin the aesthetic of driving

thoroughfares such as Central, Peabody and Belvedere with their large house, large lots
and large trees—you cannot find that anywhere else in the city limits. Even the owners
don’t live in the neighborhood, and thus have no remorse in destroying its character to
make a dollar.

We currently own our third consecutive property in the District. We understand the
need for various types of properties for diversity of people, but they already exist in
Central Gardens. Bungalows, four squares, Victorians, Queen Annes – we’ve lived in

almost all of them within the neighborhood over the last 20 years. We do not need new
construction in-fill in order to find what we need in this area.

In summary, the purpose of creating Central Gardens Historic District was to preserve
the quality and history of the area, not chop it up and try to modernize it. The

importance of maintaining architectural and aesthetic integrity of the District will benefit
future generations. We oppose this development.
Sincerely,

John and Cynthia Saatkamp
1971 Higbee Avenue
--

CYNTHIA H. SAATKAMP
Owner | Partner
HEMLINE
Tailored Brand Strategies
506 South Main | Suite 201
Memphis, TN 38103
p 901.529.9092
c 901.569.3659
hemlinetheory.com

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Elliott Schwab
Tillman, Staci
1876 Central Ave. Case P.D.18-03
Friday, February 23, 2018 12:11:30 PM

Good Afternoon.
My name is Elliott Schwab. I owned two properties that abut the proposed project. My property gets
massive amounts of rain runoff from the current property. I had a meeting with Porter Consultants and
they showed me how they would be able to correct the runoff. If their solution does correct this problem I
have no objections to the plan. If this causes me to have more runoff than I get currently, than I oppose
this plan 100%. Also, when the previous owners installed the in-ground pool they did not dispose of the
removed earth from the excavation but raised the property to the north of the pool.
Thank you for your time.
Elliott Schwab

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Matt King
Tillman, Staci
1876 Central
Friday, February 23, 2018 2:17:22 PM

This planned development is wrong for midtown, wrong for central gardens and wrong for
Cooper young
It is a money grab and nothing else. It is still way too dense
Matt King
1865 Nelson Ave.
Memphis 38114

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Whitehead, Josh
Dale Tuttle
Rebecca Tuttle; Kathy Ferguson; Tillman, Staci
Re: 1876 Central
Saturday, February 24, 2018 11:22:37 AM

Roger that. We will include your comments in the staff report that goes out to the land use control board and,
eventually, the city council.
Josh Whitehead
On Feb 24, 2018, at 10:53 AM, Dale Tuttle <DTuttle@gwtclaw.com> wrote:
Correction to my last email, we are reside at 1435 Herbert Ave., had my mother's former Carr
address down, thanks.
Dale H. Tuttle
Glassman, Wyatt, Tuttle, & Cox P. C.
26 North Second Street
Memphis TN 38103
901-527-4673
On Feb 24, 2018, at 10:45 AM, Dale Tuttle <DTuttle@gwtclaw.com> wrote:
Thank you for response Josh. The developers are what they are apparently, which is
shocking given one's experience. Central Gardens Association will no doubt respond
according as it sees fit to this direct attack on our historic neighborhood with any
unprecedented "jam and cram"infill of 8 homes on one lot, no parking for 20 plus
cars etc. Appreciate your assistance.
Mrs. Tillman and please let all please know that CGA residents Becky and Dale
Tuttle OPPOSE this project and will be at the March 8 meeting with others. We
reside at 1554 Carr Ave. Thank you
Dale H. Tuttle
Glassman, Wyatt, Tuttle, & Cox P. C.
26 North Second Street
Memphis TN 38103
901-527-4673
On Feb 24, 2018, at 6:26 AM, Whitehead, Josh <Josh.Whitehead@memphistn.gov>
wrote:
Please see my responses below.
Josh Whitehead
On Feb 23, 2018, at 9:31 PM, Dale Tuttle
<DTuttle@gwtclaw.com> wrote:

  Thank you Josh, as always appreciate your assistance as do
we all in Central Gardens. Circling back to my questions &

Central Garden- to MS TILLMAN:
  1. Why is this not listed on the web site and publicly
available on the list of pending applications? Posted early
January one month you said but not for March 8? Early
February but not current for March 8? Please show me the
regulation rule that provides that a matter set in January can
be held, then reset without posting, and legally heard,
Gordon says it is not under LUCB’ “ pending applications”
and Central Gardens agrees with Gordon, and wonders how
is that? Please tell Central Gardens and me why this
application and revised application are not on the web site
for citizens to see? We do not need a 512 page PDF of the
UDC, thank you, but we are adults, some of us are even
lawyers. Where on the Land Use Pending Applications is
the “amended” application, please show the Central Gardens
residents & me, if it is not listed, which is what I submit to
be the case @ 9:03 pm why not, and when will it be listed?
What is the case number? Two weeks away no listing no
case number but date set 3/8 raises many questions.
Needless to say Central Gardens is very very concerned.
Please see UDC Sec 9.6.7C of the UDC.
http://shelbycountytn.gov/DocumentCenter/View/31632
  2. Why are the developers not required to have another
neighborhood meeting to present the alleged amended
application, as they represented they would to the Central
Gardens neighborhood at the last meeting? They said they
would, it is required, when and where is the meeting? We
are a Designated Historic Neighborhood. Many of us have
lived here over 60 years, including me, we very much value
our neighborhood and will continue to do all we can to
preserve it. I look forward to hearing from you. Thank you
for your assistance.

Please see Sec 9.3.2 of the UDC.
Dale Tuttle
Glassman, Wyatt, Tuttle & Cox PC
26 N. Second Street
Memphis TN 38103
901-527-4673

On Feb 23, 2018, at 8:21 PM, Whitehead, Josh
<Josh.Whitehead@memphistn.gov> wrote:

Josh Whitehead

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Tillman, Staci"
<staci.tillman@memphistn.gov<mailto:staci.tillman@memphistn.gov>>
To: "Whitehead, Josh"
<Josh.Whitehead@memphistn.gov<mailto:Josh.Whitehead@memphistn.gov>>,
"Gordon Alexander"
<CARLSTEBBINS@msn.com<mailto:CARLSTEBBINS@msn.com>>
Subject: RE: 1876 Central

Mr. Alexander,
Please find attached a copy of the Ivy Grove PD
(P.D. 18-03) application submitted to OPD in
January. The revised site plan recently
submitted by the applicant is also attached.
The public hearing is scheduled for March 8th.

Regards,

Staci Tillman
Municipal Planner
Memphis and Shelby County
Office of Planning and Development
City Hall, 125 N. Main St., Ste 468
Memphis, Tennessee 38103
p: (901) 576-6601; f: (901) 576-6603
Visit our
website<http://shelbycountytn.gov/924/Zoning-

Subdivision>
Click here for the Unified Development Code.
<https://shelbycountytn.gov/DocumentCenter/View/22306>

From: Whitehead, Josh
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2018 3:16 PM
To: Gordon Alexander
<CARLSTEBBINS@msn.com<mailto:CARLSTEBBINS@msn.com>>
Cc: Tillman, Staci
<staci.tillman@memphistn.gov<mailto:staci.tillman@memphistn.gov>>
Subject: RE: 1876 Central

Gordan:

This case was posted on the pending application
page when it was submitted in early Jan for the
Feb 8 Land Use Control Board (LUCB)
meeting. It remained on that page for a period
of one month until new applications were
posted in early Feb for the March 8 LUCB
meeting. The developer requested that this case
be held for 30 days, pushing it from the Feb 8
LUCB meeting to the March 8 LUCB meeting.

If you need a copy of the application, my
colleague Staci Tillman can email it to you.

Thank you

Josh Whitehead, AICP
Planning Director/Administrator
Memphis and Shelby County

Office of Planning and Development
City Hall, 125 N. Main St., Ste. 468
Memphis, Tennessee 38103
p: (901) 636-6601; f: (901) 636-6603
Visit our
website<http://shelbycountytn.gov/index.aspx?
NID=924>.

From: Gordon Alexander
[mailto:CARLSTEBBINS@msn.com]
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2018 2:47 PM
To: Whitehead, Josh
<Josh.Whitehead@memphistn.gov<mailto:Josh.Whitehead@memphistn.gov>>
Subject: 1876 Central

Josh:

A new plan for the subdivision at 1876 Central
has been sent out by the developers, claiming it
will be heard at LUCB on the 8th. It is not
under LUCB's "pending applications" so, has
there been some kind of miscommunication
here?

Thanks.

Gordon
<pd18-03.pdf>

<PD 18-03 Revised Site Plan 9 Lots v2
2_21_18.pdf>

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Patrick Benedict
Tillman, Staci
1876 Central
Friday, February 23, 2018 6:09:25 PM

Dear Staci Tillman,
I am a resident of Central Gardens and wanted to express my opposition to
the proposal to
build additional houses behind the house at 1876 Central Ave.
I have various concerns about this, including:
1) Is it possible that these houses will be rental properties?
2) How long will the construction go on?
3) Has any kind of research been done to determine if this might
significantly lower
    the values of the houses nearby?
Thank you for reading this.
Sincerely,
Patrick Benedict

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

joseph hardison
Tillman, Staci
Central project
Tuesday, February 27, 2018 8:21:12 PM

Staci,
I am Joseph Hardison and me and my family live at 1875 Central, directly across from the proposed PUD at 1876
Central. I feel that the new proposal does not adhere to the Landmarks guidelines, especially with regard to the
proposed driveway, which is out of character with the rest of the neighborhood. Additionally the awkwardness of
the layout of the development will affect the flow of the architecture on the street. I hope that the development will
not be permitted to go forward as I feel that the authenticity of Central Gardens, and specifically, Central Avenue
will be irreparably compromised and devalued for the monetary gain of a few.
Thank you.
Joseph S. Hardison
Sent from my iPhone

February 27, 2018
Statement of objection to Ivy Grove Planned Development
Location: 1876 Central Avenue
Memphis and Shelby County Office of Planning and Development ref. # P.D. 18‐03
From: Terry M. Trojan
I and my wife are owners of property located at 1894 Central Avenue, immediately adjacent to the
eastern boundary of the proposed development. I object for many reasons. My most specific objection
is that such development would violate on numerous counts the intent of the Architectural Guidelines
for Central Gardens Historic Conservation District. Central Gardens is a unique neighborhood and I
purchased my home and renovated it within the context of the guidelines. I purchased because of my
appreciation for the unique homes situated on large lots with numerous trees. And, I felt secure that
the adjacent properties would maintain their unique character much like a garden within our city.
I feel that my property will be adversely affected.
1. The existing, unique home should not be hidden by a newly constructed home as shown on lot #
5 of the newly presented Site Plan. Furthermore, such a new home would be immediately
adjacent to my bedroom—The location of which was chosen during renovation because of the
presumed certainty that no new home could be built at that location. My privacy is lost.
2. The curved driveway is actually a road. It is 25 feet wide whereas Central Avenue’s westbound
lanes are a total of only 28 feet. A curved driveway places an expanse of concrete or similar
paving material in the front of the property and destroys trees.
3. The parcel identified as C.O.S. 1 is roughly ¼ acre. Since it is attached to no specific homesite,
who would be responsible for landscaping and maintenance? To my knowledge, there is no
property in central gardens that is owned jointly. My experience is that when a group owns
vacant land, neglect soon follows. I object and feel that this parcel 1 should continue as part of
parcel 4 associated with the existing home consequently the curved drive must be eliminated.
4. Numerous trees would have to be removed to allow placement of homes as depicted on the site
plan. Central Gardens is a neighborhood of large mature trees.
5. The MLGW power grid in the neighborhood is already fragile and subject to frequent power
interruptions. Adding more homes to the grid will adversely impact all in the neighborhood.
6. It is unclear whether the home on lot 6 would face West or South. If it faces west, the back of
the home would face my property line and would eliminate the privacy of my back yard. The
home sites numbered 5 and 6 are both highly objectionable. Garages and refuse collecting bins
would likely be placed directly in view from my property.
7. The size of the homes as estimated from the site plan will be significantly smaller than other
homes on Central Avenue where the average dimension is approximately 4,000 sq. ft. There are
simply too many homesites on the plan. Central gardens has an atmosphere of homes located
within a garden of lawns and large trees. The proposal is too dense.
8. Nuisance factors: more barking dogs and wandering cats and numerous trash receptacles will
adversely affect my enjoyment of my property. On collection days how many carts will line
central avenue?

9. I am uncertain whether emergency vehicles such as fire trucks could access the homes at the
back of the P.D. Hence a safety concern.
10. 3 parking spaces (C.O.S. 2) for guests visiting the shown 7 homes is too few.
11. With all the paving for the shown road as well as driveways for each home, our already major
drainage problems will become even worse.
12. Locating a high density housing development within the neighborhood could potentially
decrease property values. I have invested over $800,000 in purchasing, renovating and
landscaping my home.
13. Clanlo should never be cited as a precedent. Those homes were built in the 1980’s and prior to
the establishment of the Central Gardens Historic Preservation District and should have no
standing in the discussion of the proposed development.
14. A final question to the developers: If your parents lived at 1894 Central and this P.D. was
presented, what would your reaction be?
I am vehemently opposed to the proposed development and urge the Land Use Control Board and the
Office of Planning and Development to deny the application.
Sincerely,
Terry M. Trojan
1894 Central Avenue

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Rob Keeler
Tillman, Staci
1861 Central Ave Memphis, TN 38104 Central Gardens
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 10:19:25 AM

Robert Keeler
1861 Central Ave
Memphis, TN 38104
Re: 1876 Central Ave
Staci Tillman,
I am opposed to the development as proposed at 1876 Central Ave. It is very plain that the
developers have no regard for the guide lines of historic neighborhoods.
Here are a few of my concerns:
Building in front of a historic home that is aligned with the railroad not Central Ave
The new houses don’t have the spacing as current homes on Central Ave
Our neighborhood has an aging infrastructure.  
Is there adequate water supply for seven more homes on the block?
Will the sanitary sewer handle the added load from 7 large homes?
Please remember when the sewer system was designed and built before there were multi-bathroom
homes in the neighborhood much less Jacuzzi tubs.
This winter when Memphians were asked to conserve electricity, at our home several of our
appliances would not work because of low voltage. Does the neighborhood have adequate electrical
services for this large of a development?
Lastly, my mother’s (Louise Keeler) home at 1877 Cowden Ave backs up to this property our family
does not like having these houses built a few feet from her back yard.
Sincerely,
Robert D. Keeler

Rob Keeler
Keeler Iron Works, Inc.
1969 Harbor Ave.
P.O. Box 13344
Memphis, TN 38113
Phone 901-947-4816
          1-800-526-6306
Fax 901-775-1576
http://cp.mcafee.com/d/FZsS73gs93hJ5Z4QsLcI3DT3pJ5555xZdZNASyyyyMCUyyrdCPqLGH4VkD3ydj9JAwYCaTKOMaSvgh-WrEG-OCCaIuwMaA1PyHzXGeLSvd7dChNISrdCM0hn_f-cERwoH4HjBYdCSkXCPtPqpJUTsTsSyrh

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jimmy Thomasson
Tillman, Staci
1876 Central Project
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 11:37:04 AM

Sent please do not let this happen ! ! I am a Central Gardens homeowner and this would lower property values !
Also pose drainage and and traffic problems on that part of Central Ave from my iPhone

Staci.Tillman@MemphisTN.gov
Josh.Whitehead@MemphisTN.gov
Subject: Ivy Grove Planned Development
P.D. 18‐03
We have been so fortunate to be able to have a dream come true of owning an old home in a historic
neighborhood in a city that values its historic neighborhoods, evidenced by the city of Memphis
adopting the Central Gardens zoning policy guidelines as stated on page 1 of the guidelines handbook.
We searched for the right house for a long time and were delighted to find the one we ultimately
bought at 1894 Central Ave. What made it especially enticing was the stability of the block with all of
the homes built between 1900 and 1922 on larger than the standard lots in Central Gardens. To have a
home on a half an acre with a large Palladian window facing west and viewing the lovely expansive tree‐
filled yard next door was just the perfect situation for us. Then to be able to sit on our front porch and
view that same lovely area of green was simply frosting on the cake. We invested heavily in the house
making major improvements both on the interior, the exterior and a significant investment in
landscaping. It was a labor of love, but we felt very secure in making the investment because of the
stability of the block and the strength of the Central Gardens guidelines that would insure that our
investment would be protected. And the block was so intriguing because, I daresay, it is one of the
loveliest in Central Gardens. And after all, this block has looked pretty much the same since 1920 and
owners clearly have loved their homes and maintained them so very nicely.
I feel sure you know the latest chapter in this story. Unfortunately, the property to our immediate west
was foreclosed a year ago. Several people were most interested in the property, but the realtors were
not interested in showing the house and, as I understand it, have elected to partner with developers to
create an infill. Clearly by viewing the proposal, it does not matter to the owners and/or developers
what their development will do to our neighborhood, but only how it will line their pockets by cramming
as many houses as possible into what for 100 years has been a very lovely and gracious home and
property.
The incompatibility of this, the second proposal, with the neighborhood is striking. A 24 foot wide
curved driveway/road has no place on that lot and is in violation of the Central Gardens guidelines as
found on page 42 SI.9 which states “The tradition of straight, narrow driveways should be
maintained….Adjacent driveways shall not be combined to create broad expanses of concrete in the
front yard.” A very long 24 foot wide curving drive is a broad expanse of concrete.
Additional objections are as follows:
The proposed placement of a house on a very small lot #5 blocks the view of the existing historical home
and appears to be oriented so that the backyard will face either south or east. That is unacceptable.
The current historic home (lot 4) would be left with no yard—essentially a zero‐lot line home. That is
totally not in keeping with the Secretary of the Interior standards.
Lot 6, very visible from the street is very small and appears postage stamp sized compared to the other
homes on Central Avenue. Totally not in line with the rest of the neighborhood.
The four proposed lots in the back would not be visible from the street, but raise serious concerns for
drainage which is already a problem and I question whether there is enough room on those lots for
parked cars and homes of a size to be compatible with the neighborhood. It is simply too dense.

Finally, there is empty space in front of lot #4 which is owned by whom? Who will care for this
property? And if it is an HOA, who do we complain to when dues aren’t paid and the property is allowed
to go to weeds?
I will leave it to others to discuss the lack of fire truck access, power grid issues, maximum sewerage
capacity and an increased density not compatible with our block and simply, the awkwardness of the
proposal.
The average home on the north side of Central Ave. is 4300 square feet on very generous grounds
averaging more than 100 feet in width. The proposed plan would permanently alter the esthetics of the
neighborhood. Furthermore, on page 18 of the Central Gardens guidelines “Building Mass, Scale and
Form: Policy: A new building shall follow the same pattern of mass, scale and form as those historic
houses existing on that block of the street.” And also on P. 18 “Many large historic houses do exist
throughout the neighborhood. Where they occur, these houses are typically located on very large lots
and are in context with other large structures. This precedent is appropriate.” Multiple homes on one
lot clearly are in violation of these guidelines
It is my opinion that this revision was hastily drawn up with little thought. Is this just an attempt to
make the neighbors go through hoops and wear us down so that the developers will finally win because
we are exhausted? It appears that way to me.
I urge the planning commission to deny the application and allow one of the many interested parties to
purchase the home as a single‐family residence retaining the beauty of one of the lovelier streets in
Memphis. Let’s not start a domino effect in Central Gardens, particularly when Midtown Memphis is in
the midst of a major revival. In the last 3‐4 years there have been major additions and renovations to at
least 7 homes that I can think of within one block of this property. That also will increase the taxes
received. Owners have invested large sums of money because of the enforceable guidelines that
require maintenance and stability of historic properties.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Barbara Keeler
Tillman, Staci
Proposed project at 1876 Central Ave.
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 12:12:03 PM

As a resident of Central Avenue, I am compelled to express my disappointment with the current proposal for the
development planned for the subject property. While the developer is maintaining the location of the existing
historical structure and attempting to maintain the large trees on the property, I must object to several components of
the plan. Specifically, my objections include the large number of houses on the lot, the placement of a new house
further south than the existing house, and the configuration of the driveway. I feel that implementation of the plan
as proposed would detract from the unique character of the neighborhood and encourage the LUCB to reject the
proposal.
Regards,
Barbara Keeler
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Patrick McCabe
Tillman, Staci
Ivy Grove PD - 1876 Central Ave
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 10:45:16 AM

My concerns for this development are many; but my main concern is for how it will impact the
immediate and larger neighborhood surrounding the proposed development.
First, in your Mission Statement is clearly states your mission is, in part, to:
Protect the community’s unique character and sense of place, and encourage the
development of great, vibrant, healthy urban streets, open spaces, public places, and
neighborhood .
Our neighborhood, as you know, is a historical neighborhood. Subdividing this lot into seven
lots with 6 new homes would seem to fly in the face of protecting the unique historic
character of the neighborhood. We, the thousands of residents in Central Gardens bought
and live here because of the unique character found in Central Gardens, a character you
Mission Statement is bound to protect. The majority of us, especially those living within a
block of this proposed development, object to it based upon it being yet another degradation
to our historic neighborhood.
There are also other, more specific concerns, which include, but are not limited to:
1. The proposed driveway which is wider than the norm of historic driveways, and instead of
being a straight drive, curves around the current historic home on the lot.
2. Infrastructure, in that the current area infrastructure is antiquated evidenced by streets
with potholes, not infrequent loss of power, flooded street drains, etc.), and adding on this
additional load will in all likelihood, further strain it.
3. Deforestation of the current lot. There are many old growth trees on this lot, trees which
will be cut down, and further degrade the unique character of the area.
4. Increase of traffic and accidents on Central Avenue. Central Avenue is already a main
thoroughfare for the neighborhood and surrounding area. Feeding another dozen or sop cars
into the mix, especially because of the median, will likely cause more traffic problems. Not a
huge issue, but one to consider.
5. We see no plans for trash and recycle pickup. Will this development mean there will be up
to 14 more large containers lining the streets?

6. What is the plan for parking all the cars? I see about three dedicated spaces. Will they be
lined up all down Central Avenue, a main thoroughfare?
The developers met with us, and bowing to the negative feedback and suggestions they
received, agreed to go back, redo their plans and meet with us again - they stated that in the
meeting. Yet here we are, no second meeting as agreed upon. What does that tell us about
the developers? Does that give us, or anyone, confidence in them doing what their current
plans state? I think not. Too, does there agreed upon continuation of the meeting not
constitute a breach, a breach of contract which in effect means they did not fulfill the
requirement of meeting with us?
We, the neighbors and residents of Central Gardens, and I, oppose approval of this project,
and will be at the March 8th meeting to so state.
Thank you in advance for considering our application for denial of the plan.
Sincerely,
Patrick L. McCabe
1905 Central Ave (across the street from 1876 Central)

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

mphs eason
Tillman, Staci
Housing Project in C/G.
Thursday, March 01, 2018 7:06:54 AM

Please consider not having this up coming project in Central Gardens. It would cause problems not only to the
residents in that area, but would put a ever heavier burden on our already overloaded Police & Fire Department. The
schools in the area will have even more hazards from speeders. Consider also the many projects in this area that had
people with great ideas (Union & McClaine), and still is an eye sore. This is a really bad idea for this quiet part of
mid-town. Please think about 10 yrs down the road, it will be an eye sore among beautiful homes. Janet Eason. 1500
Rosemary Lane.
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Whitehead, Josh
mphs eason; Tillman, Staci
Re: Project in C/G
Thursday, March 01, 2018 7:36:03 AM

Staci: please include the email below in the staff report for the case on Central. Thank you.
Josh Whitehead
> On Mar 1, 2018, at 7:18 AM, mphs eason <23mphseason@gmail.com> wrote:
>
> I have to ask you, these people that are planning this, how can our Fire Dept, Suppose to fit their large truck/s in
this very small access road ? Plus, can these people guarantee that the money will not run out before completing it ?
We’ve had many others that had grand ideas (Mclaine & Union), where they were going to do housing, and it is still
a black eye to our area. The residents work hard to maintain their homes & properties, and are evolving in to an area
with wonderful schools and linking with the Greenline. Please reconsider approving this project. In 10 yrs, they will
be a run down housing project around historic houses of Memphis. Janet Eason. 1500 Rosemary Lane.
>
> Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

christina fox
Tillman, Staci
proposed project at 1876 Central Avenue
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 12:44:02 PM

As homeowners in Central Gardens and a short distance from this location, we do not want to
see this happen. It's not the Central Ave & Central Gardens aesthetic, nor the sort of
development that belongs in this area. We purchased here for a reason, and quickly built,
tightly-spaced new development we want to see in our community.
Christina Fox

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Pace, Peter
Tillman, Staci
1876 Central
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 12:46:16 PM

Hi Staci,
I just want to add my two cents into the controversy.
I live on Higbee Ave which abuts Barksdale. Since the proposed plan is for
“right in/right out”, the owners going east on Central will need a way to turn
around. Invariably they will use my street for that. My street is unusual in that
we have several houses of small children who play in the street. And since
several of us do not have driveways, street parking is wall to wall. Has anyone
considered the effect of traffic patterns on neighbors?
Thanks,

Peter Pace

GIS Technical Coordinator
City of Memphis
119 S. Main Street, Suite 200
Memphis, TN 38103
Office: 901-636-7039
Mobile: 901-354-4024

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Gordon Alexander
Tillman, Staci
NEW JUNE WEST; barbsysak@gmail.com; Mark Fleischer; kathy edmundson; Frank Campagna;
twiswall@aol.com; mary baker; lanierle2@aol.com; susantulino@gmail.com; Emilytgraves@gmail.com
1876 Central Avenue
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 12:59:39 PM

On behalf of the members of my organization, I am writing OPD in opposition to this new,
revised plan put forth by the developers for 1876 Central Avenue. 99.9% of the public who
attended their meeting at the University Club opposed the original plan and I would venture
to say that their perception of this new plan has not changed. This might be okay for
Germantown or Cordova, but we do not want or need a subdivision with 7 houses on one of
the loveliest boulevards in Memphis.
Most of these developers presenting these ill-advised, suburban-inspired projects do not live
in our neighborhood and have no concept of what Midtown is like nor do they have an
understanding of our fierce devotion to maintaining our architectural integrity. That's what
makes Midtown so special.
A big "thumbs down" to this application.
Gordon Alexander
Midtown Action Coalition

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Dale Tuttle
Whitehead, Josh
Rebecca Tuttle; Kathy Ferguson; Tillman, Staci
Re: 1876 Central
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 1:12:23 PM

Josh, I had wanted to get a formal letter out but fires here preventing that. Suffice it to say, while Becky and I
appreciate investment in Central Gardens, especially by quality builder as in the above, our concern remains, it is
too many houses. Parking alone would be more than problematic if they never had a quest much less a party. In a
Historic District such as Central Gardens, we oppose going from a single house on a lot, to eight houses on the self
same lot, that is a bridge too far. Thank you and Ms. Tillman for your time and consideration.
Dale H. Tuttle
Glassman, Wyatt, Tuttle, & Cox P. C.
26 North Second Street
Memphis TN 38103
901-527-4673
On Feb 24, 2018, at 11:22 AM, Whitehead, Josh <Josh.Whitehead@memphistn.gov> wrote:
Roger that. We will include your comments in the staff report that goes out to the land use control
board and, eventually, the city council.
Josh Whitehead
On Feb 24, 2018, at 10:53 AM, Dale Tuttle <DTuttle@gwtclaw.com> wrote:
Correction to my last email, we are reside at 1435 Herbert Ave., had my mother's former
Carr address down, thanks.
Dale H. Tuttle
Glassman, Wyatt, Tuttle, & Cox P. C.
26 North Second Street
Memphis TN 38103
901-527-4673
On Feb 24, 2018, at 10:45 AM, Dale Tuttle <DTuttle@gwtclaw.com> wrote:
Thank you for response Josh. The developers are what they are apparently,
which is shocking given one's experience. Central Gardens Association will no
doubt respond according as it sees fit to this direct attack on our historic
neighborhood with any unprecedented "jam and cram"infill of 8 homes on one
lot, no parking for 20 plus cars etc. Appreciate your assistance.
Mrs. Tillman and please let all please know that CGA residents Becky and
Dale Tuttle OPPOSE this project and will be at the March 8 meeting with
others. We reside at 1554 Carr Ave. Thank you
Dale H. Tuttle
Glassman, Wyatt, Tuttle, & Cox P. C.
26 North Second Street
Memphis TN 38103
901-527-4673
On Feb 24, 2018, at 6:26 AM, Whitehead, Josh
<Josh.Whitehead@memphistn.gov> wrote:

Please see my responses below.
Josh Whitehead
On Feb 23, 2018, at 9:31 PM, Dale Tuttle
<DTuttle@gwtclaw.com> wrote:

Thank you Josh, as always appreciate your
assistance as do we all in Central Gardens. Circling
back to my questions & Central Garden- to MS
TILLMAN:
1. Why is this not listed on the web site and publicly
available on the list of pending applications? Posted
early January one month you said but not for March
8? Early February but not current for March 8? Please
show me the regulation rule that provides that a
matter set in January can be held, then reset without
posting, and legally heard, Gordon says it is not under
LUCB’ “ pending applications” and Central Gardens
agrees with Gordon, and wonders how is that? Please
tell Central Gardens and me why this application and
revised application are not on the web site for citizens
to see? We do not need a 512 page PDF of the UDC,
thank you, but we are adults, some of us are even
lawyers. Where on the Land Use Pending
Applications is the “amended” application, please
show the Central Gardens residents & me, if it is not
listed, which is what I submit to be the case @ 9:03
pm why not, and when will it be listed? What is the
case number? Two weeks away no listing no case
number but date set 3/8 raises many questions.
Needless to say Central Gardens is very very
concerned.
Please see UDC Sec 9.6.7C of the UDC.
http://shelbycountytn.gov/DocumentCenter/View/31632
2. Why are the developers not required to have
another neighborhood meeting to present the alleged
amended application, as they represented they would
to the Central Gardens neighborhood at the last
meeting? They said they would, it is required, when
and where is the meeting? We are a Designated
Historic Neighborhood. Many of us have lived here
over 60 years, including me, we very much value our
neighborhood and will continue to do all we can to
preserve it. I look forward to hearing from you.
Thank you for your assistance.

Please see Sec 9.3.2 of the UDC.
Dale Tuttle

Glassman, Wyatt, Tuttle & Cox PC
26 N. Second Street
Memphis TN 38103
901-527-4673

On Feb 23, 2018, at 8:21 PM, Whitehead,
Josh <Josh.Whitehead@memphistn.gov>
wrote:

Josh Whitehead

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Tillman, Staci"
<staci.tillman@memphistn.gov<mailto:staci.tillman@memphistn.gov>>
To: "Whitehead, Josh"
<Josh.Whitehead@memphistn.gov<mailto:Josh.Whitehead@memphistn.gov>>,
"Gordon Alexander"
<CARLSTEBBINS@msn.com<mailto:CARLSTEBBINS@msn.com>>
Subject: RE: 1876 Central

Mr. Alexander,
Please find attached a copy of the Ivy
Grove PD (P.D. 18-03) application
submitted to OPD in January. The
revised site plan recently submitted by
the applicant is also attached. The public
hearing is scheduled for March 8th.

Regards,

Staci Tillman
Municipal Planner

Memphis and Shelby County
Office of Planning and Development
City Hall, 125 N. Main St., Ste 468
Memphis, Tennessee 38103
p: (901) 576-6601; f: (901) 576-6603
Visit our
website<http://shelbycountytn.gov/924/ZoningSubdivision>
Click here for the Unified Development
Code.
<https://shelbycountytn.gov/DocumentCenter/View/22306>

From: Whitehead, Josh
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2018 3:16 PM
To: Gordon Alexander
<CARLSTEBBINS@msn.com<mailto:CARLSTEBBINS@msn.com>>
Cc: Tillman, Staci
<staci.tillman@memphistn.gov<mailto:staci.tillman@memphistn.gov>>
Subject: RE: 1876 Central

Gordan:

This case was posted on the pending
application page when it was submitted
in early Jan for the Feb 8 Land Use
Control Board (LUCB) meeting. It
remained on that page for a period of one
month until new applications were posted
in early Feb for the March 8 LUCB
meeting. The developer requested that
this case be held for 30 days, pushing it
from the Feb 8 LUCB meeting to the
March 8 LUCB meeting.

If you need a copy of the application, my
colleague Staci Tillman can email it to

you.

Thank you

Josh Whitehead, AICP
Planning Director/Administrator
Memphis and Shelby County
Office of Planning and Development
City Hall, 125 N. Main St., Ste. 468
Memphis, Tennessee 38103
p: (901) 636-6601; f: (901) 636-6603
Visit our
website<http://shelbycountytn.gov/index.aspx?
NID=924>.

From: Gordon Alexander
[mailto:CARLSTEBBINS@msn.com]
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2018 2:47 PM
To: Whitehead, Josh
<Josh.Whitehead@memphistn.gov<mailto:Josh.Whitehead@memphistn.gov>>
Subject: 1876 Central

Josh:

A new plan for the subdivision at 1876
Central has been sent out by the
developers, claiming it will be heard at
LUCB on the 8th. It is not under LUCB's
"pending applications" so, has there been
some kind of miscommunication here?

Thanks.

Gordon

<pd18-03.pdf>

<PD 18-03 Revised Site Plan 9 Lots v2
2_21_18.pdf>

February 28, 2018
staci.Tillman@memphistn.gov
Josh.whitehead@memphistn.gov
Re:Subdivision Ivy Grove 1876 Central Ave

I am writing to express my disapproval of the subdivision plan before your board that sits
directly across the street from my home. When I first bought my home, I had always said I
would never live on such a busy street like Central Ave. I grew up on Peabody Ave and did
not want to make my forever home on a street like it.
But, when I looked out the front door, and saw the beautiful lot across the street with its
large trees, especially the Gingko, and the large parklike lot, I was sold, What a beautiful
vista I would have and now enjoy from my office in the front of my home.
When the home came up for sale, I had no worries that any development would ever be
proposed such as this subdivision, because as a lifelong resident of Central Gardens, I
knew that we were protected from such infill developments you will find in other parts of
the city.
When this subdivision plan was submitted, I immediately started my research. The
developers wanted to move the house, which after researching, I knew would not follow
the guidelines of Central Gardens or the Secretary of Interior which we are bound by
Tennessee law as a national historical district. https://law.justia.com/codes/tennessee/
2010/title-13/chapter-7/part-4/13-7-406 But now they don’t plan on moving the house,
they want to build one in front of it to the east, cut a drive around the middle of the lot, put
another house beside and 2 others beside that one that you will be able to see form the
street.
The guidelines by The Secretary of the Interior for Standards for Rehabilitation are specific
when it comes to changing a historic site. I am including with this letter an attachment
interpreting those guidelines. https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/applying-rehabilitation/
its-bulletins/ITS39-HistoricSite-Changes.pdf
In short, the historical house represents an original house in itself or built upon an original
log cabin that may have belonged to the granddaughter of the original land owner of
Central Gardens, Solomon Rozelle. It is different than any other home on our street with its
orientation and it and the lot date back to the late 1800s. It is differently oriented because

it was built before all others on the street. It’s orientation faces the railroad. All of the land
at that time was a suburb of the City of Memphis and it was farmland.
If you build another home in front of it and one beside it, cutting a street in front of it, the
historic setting has been changed. The drive and the house in the front and side would
become dominant on the site. The farm house would no longer have any relationship to
the lot. The historic character of the property has been greatly altered and according to
the Secretary of Interior, does NOT meet the Standards.

That side of Central has seven homes on it. This proposal wants to create a subdivision
right in the middle of Central Avenue with seven additional homes doubling the density of
our block. Putting in those homes will require clearing that lot of all of its trees in our
certified urban arboretum. The environmental impacts of the subdivision would be drastic.
We hope you will take our opposition to the planned subdivision along with all the
immediate neighbors into consideration and deny this plan as designed in its current form.

Sincerely yours,

Jason and Cynthia Sengel
1881 Central Ave

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Carol Chancellor
Tillman, Staci
1876 Central Proposal
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 1:27:59 PM

I would like to voice my dissent to this proposed development. I recently bought a house at
1861 York. I would like to preserve the historic architecture of Central Gardens. My parents
lived at 1622 York for over 50 years, and I know that they would also disagree with this plan
of expansion on Central. Please consider my opinion, as I grew up in this neighborhood and
currently reside there.
Carol Chancellor
1861 York Avenue

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

klelaurin@aol.com
Tillman, Staci
1876 Central Avenue project
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 1:31:13 PM

I oppose this project for a variety of reasons:
It violates Central Garden architectural & legal guidelines, will produce significant traffic congestion and
increase the probability of accidents, negatively affects population density in this neighborhood, and will
mar the landscape of this part of Central Gardens and the entire neighborhood.
The developers clearly have no regard for the meaning of historical neighborhoods as well as no regard
for its residents. We're not a free land grab or new profit center for them. This is a lovely property, not
vacant suburban land to be blighted with further nondescript, over-priced, homogenized, anonymous
developments. There are other parts of town if this is where they want to go to build their business. Why
not go to marginal neighborhoods and build them up - or go east where people don't care about the
issues that are central to this community. The fact that the developers were supposed to alter this
version of the plan to reflect community concerns but did not do that, as evidenced by their latest
proposal, suggests bad faith and and an even more compelling reason to vote this down.
There were/are people who would like to purchase this property and continue to restore it in keeping with
architectural and legal guidelines. I suggest that the developers cut their losses, put up a for sale sign
and move on to some place more in keeping with their style of doing business.
Kathryn LeLaurin, Ph.D.
Memphis 38104

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Fabrizio, Thomas
Tillman, Staci
PD 18-03 (1876 Central Avenue Project)
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 1:59:59 PM

Hello Ms. Tillman,
I wanted to submit my thoughts on the proposed project PD 18-03 located at 1876 Central Avenue because I am unable to attend
the Land Use Control Board meeting on March 8th.
I have a number of concerns with this proposed project that were never clearly addressed during the neighborhood meeting held
on January 25th. My first concern pertains to increased traffic on neighboring streets. Our house is located on York Ave. between
Barksdale and McClean just south of this proposed development. We already see a number of vehicles cut down this short
section of York to avoid lights and turning on Central Avenue. I foresee this to increase considerably during construction as well as
once all of the new houses are occupied because Central Avenue has a median at the entrance location so only vehicles traveling
west will be able to enter the development. This will lead to increased U-turns on Central Avenue at Barksdale which will increase
congestion and to bypass that congestion, vehicles will begin traveling down York. I have a soon-to-be 2 year old son who loves to
play outdoors and I don’t want the increased traffic to pose a hazard as he grows up and begins riding a bike.
Another concern which relates to the increase in traffic, is where will the new residents park their vehicles? The developers
indicated that there will be no garages or driveways associated with the new homes and the street appears very narrow with only
3 parking spots available. With 8 homes there will likely be an additional 16 vehicles and if they are unable to park on the
proposed entrance drive, then those vehicles will park on Central Ave. I believe these cars parking on Central will lead to more
congestion and the risk of more accidents along Central Ave. because of reduced visibility.
A third concern is that there was no indication of what the new homes will look like. As you know, Central Gardens is a historic
district with very clear design guidelines. There was no indication at the neighborhood meeting of what the new houses would
look like. I believe the developers needed to provide a more comprehensive plan to ensure that the new development would fit
within the guidelines.
Additionally, the developers did not propose any proposed plans as to how they would correct some known drainage issues with
the surrounding properties. They acknowledged that there was a problem and that they would address it, but offered no ideas as
to how it would be addressed. In my opinion, the decrease in soil surfaces will increase the amount of run-off in the area. As has
been seen for years, when the rain falls as it is this spring, we see significant pooling of water on the neighborhood streets as the
storm-water drains try to keep up with the precipitation. The added houses will increase the amount of water running off of the
homes leading to increased water flowing to the storm drains resulting in larger amounts of water along the streets and could
lead to increased flooding in neighboring homes or pooling along the streets.
My final concern if this development is approved, is to the overall character of the Central Gardens neighborhood. If this infill
development is approved, it will be very difficult to prevent further infills within Central Gardens. I moved to Central Gardens
because of the location, character, and ability to have a decent sized yard in an urban setting. If infilling becomes the new normal
for Central Gardens, it will greatly detract from the overall character of the neighborhood and drive people away from the area as
they seek properties with decent sized yards.
In conclusion, I am strongly opposed to this new development. I think the cons greatly outweigh the benefits to the Central
Gardens neighborhood and will likely lead to an increased number of infills if this development is approved. Thank you for taking
the time to incorporate my concerns into the decision process for this development.
Sincerely,
Tom Fabrizio

Email Disclaimer: http://cp.mcafee.com/d/kKr4wUq6zqbW9EVuo76zAQsICPqaaab3WrXz9J5555xZdN54SrdCRvlm9OFe74qCjr3x1Uljvvd78HFEVuR0wDslvYsCaI47mhkxtd0ltKwMCUVtD_dCPpIS02Fchrg_w0eu9EiFo_pa_4Srhso79CPtPqpJUTsTsSyrh
Consultation Disclaimer: http://cp.mcafee.com/d/avndy0Q76QnQjhOYMed79EVpdCQkkkm7QTT6jqaaab3Wrya9ISrdGGIjBise8RcCS723MGC--qehnjhOZG11eUG_UVclo8eIyF2Wq0GXt1xZdNOXf-

rdCPpI05ioySx_00sJm56PVXelo8iFo_pa_4Srhso79CPtPqpJUTsTsSyrh

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Beverly Mankey
Tillman, Staci
1876 Central
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 2:21:11 PM

Dividing the lot at 1876 Central detracts from the Central Gardens neighborhood. Instead of contributing to the
neighbors, it just benefits s few greedy individuals.
Beverly Mankey
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Alice Burruss
Tillman, Staci
Proposed development on Central Avenue
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 3:18:34 PM

I am very opposed to the planned infill development in Central Gardens on Central.
Central Gardens is a historic district ! Traffic may be an issue because of the median on Central and I know there
have been drainage issues behind that property which affect the residents on Higbee Ave.
Please let a contractor purchase this property and restore the house to it’s original beauty.
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Steve Redding
Tillman, Staci
1876 Central Avenue
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 3:22:38 PM

Staci,

RE: LUCB Application for Planned Development at 1876 Central Avenue

Below are my general thoughts regarding the proposed sub-dividing and re-development of 1876 Central
Avenue. I am sure others will adequately present several more specific concerns regarding this proposal.
UDC 4.10.1 states "The intent of a special use permit for a planned development is to create a more
desirable use of the land, a more coherent and coordinated development, and a better physical
environment than would be possible under a single base zoning district or combination of base zoning
districts. Planned developments are intended as a tool to allow creative and imaginative design that will
promote amenities beyond those expected in conventional developments."
I can in no way see how this proposed development comes close to any of these noble objectives. 1876
Central Avenue and surrounding properties, in the heart of our city and Central Gardens, have withstood
the test of time and remain strong and defining elements of what we consider good in neighborhood
design, texture and feel. Why change this? Why alter those plans laid out by civic development a century
ago – were they wrong? Has this developer brought forth a "creative and imaginative design that will
promote amenities beyond those in conventional (existing) developments," as required by our Unified
Development Code for establishing a planned development?
Does this proposed development represent the best in neighborhood planning – that which we should
pass on to subsequent generations?
Thank you,
Steve

Steve Redding
1554 Harbert Avenue
Memphis, Tennessee 38104

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Amanda Harkins
Tillman, Staci
Opposition to proposed development at 1876 Central
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 4:05:36 PM

I am opposed to the proposed development at 1876 Central. I am against the addition of a
‘mini-subdivision’ being introduced along Central Avenue. I kindly request that the LUCB
deny the application.
Thank you.
Amanda Harkins
1717 Glenwood Place

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Emma Childers
Tillman, Staci
Subject: P.D. 18-03; 1876 Central Ave.
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 4:09:02 PM

Dear Staci,
Ii live at 1860 Central Avenue and am joining my neighbors and the Central Gardens
Association in vehemently opposing this proposed development for the following reasons:
1) It violates our Central Gardens Historic guidelines;
2) It violates the National Park Service Guidelines of the U.S. Department of the Interior;
3) It greatly interrupts the historic integrity of the property and specifically my property in
relation to the building, landscape, environment, character and is visually incompatible with
the historic setting of the existing homes and the relative sizes of our lots;
4) It will negatively impact the value of my home as well as the other home on our block;
5) It will negatively increase the traffic on the already congested Central Avenue;
6) The proposed additional home owners will negatively impact the noise level with regard
to lawn equipment, vehicles and the number of service providers, visitors
and guests moving around; and
7) The privacy, solitude, and safety I now enjoy will essentially be decimated not only with
this proposed lengthy construction period, numerous contractors, and the nosiness that a
construction site brings, but also at the end of this proposed development period, I will be
surrounded by an environment that will no longer look or feel like the Central Gardens that I
now call home.
In summary, I believe that this proposed developed will negatively alter the historic setting,
landscape and character of our Central Gardens neighborhood.
It is my sincerest hope that the Memphis & Shelby County Land Use Control Board will deny
this land use application.
Sincerely,
Emma L. Childers

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Debbie Rutkowski
Tillman, Staci
1876 Central
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 4:14:22 PM

Not pleased with the proposed project at 1876 Central Avenue! This does not represent midtown Memphis!
Debbie Rutkowski
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

B.Scott Duke
Tillman, Staci
Emily Duke
1876 Central Ave.
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 5:00:00 PM

Staci,
I plan on being at next Thursday’s meeting, but also wanted to document my concerns over the proposed
development at 1876 Central. In my opinion and from all I have learned, this is clearly not in the best interest of this
neighborhood. It provides absolutely nothing positive other than to financially benefit those who have a stake. This
is a dangerous precedent to set. It means that any property of significant size is open to prospectors looking to
subdivide and make money. Our neighborhood is not under any obligation to bring more people to midtown, as one
proponent of the plan has mentioned. I think that’s just plain ridiculous.
I have much more to take part in with this plan, but wanted to get my fundamental thoughts over to you.
Thanks,
B.Scott Duke
1516 Harbert Ave.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Nancy Hearn
Tillman, Staci
Proposed project at 1876 Central Ave.
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 5:40:36 PM

We have been residents of Central Gardens for over forty-five years and strongly object to the planned
development at 1876 Central Avenue. We have been very supportive of the neighborhood's plans and
guidelines to protect the character of our neighborhood and feel that the proposed additional houses
added to the present location will compromise the feel of Central Gardens. The proposed driveway Is
not compatible with present guidelines nor does the construction of a house southeast of the existing
home.
We hope that the LUCB will reject this proposal.
Nancy and Lloyd Hearn

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jan Willis
Tillman, Staci
Feedback on proposed project at 1879 Central in Central Gardens
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 8:09:22 PM

I am a Central Gardens resident. 1776 Carr Avenue.
This proposed subdivision is a terrible idea. Midtown needs a revival of our already historic
homes. NOT the destruction of them.
THAT is what drew me to Midtown. Our existing homes. NOT a new subdivision in the midst of
one of the most beautiful neighborhoods in town.
Traffic on Central would be horrible. Please stop this project.
The developers behind this project could care less about Central Gardens or Midtown. It's utter
greed. It's not growth, it's pure profit for the developers.
Jan Willis

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Emmett
Tillman, Staci; Whitehead, Josh
1876 Central Avenue
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 8:18:00 PM

I am completely opposed to the new design plan proposed for 1876 Central Avenue.
We are a historical neighborhood. This proposal is not in keeping with the character of our
neighborhood. It has too many houses that are too close together. The very characteristics
which make our neighborhood attractive would be destroyed by this development. Contrary
to what the developers say, this will reduce the value of the surrounding houses. No one
wants to go from having 1 house full of neighbors to 7 houses full of neighbors in the same
amount of space. This brings more cars, more parking issues which haven't been addressed in
their design, more noise, and a drainage nightmare for those who live near it.   
Allowing this project to be built would set a dangerous precedent. Every developer in town
will be attempting to buy houses on large lots to make more money by squeezing in as many
houses as possible. This would cause our neighborhood to look like any other neighborhood
any where in the country. The city is lucky to have a neighborhood with character and houses
that have withstood the test of time. We take pride in our neighborhood and have
individually invested hundreds of thousands of dollars in our homes. To allow a developer,
whose sole interest is to make money, to profit from our hard work making our neighborhood
beautiful is unconscionable.
Please do not approve this project which would irreparably damage our neighborhood.
Sincerely,
Michele Lynn
1667 Central Avenue

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Tab Barnes
Tillman, Staci
Re: 1876 Central Ave
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 8:27:50 PM

Ms. Tillman,
As a small property investor in Midtown, I try to keep the original Midtown charm and architecture
to for all of my properties. Work that is done on these properties, while expensive, are
modernizations on the interior, such as new electrical, plumbing, modernizations to the bathrooms
and kitchens so the tenants can have the newer amenities. Basically these properties are old
structures which are new inside.
Years ago, I remember rebuilding the front porch on my own home. Years earlier it was torn down
and there were steps to an uncovered concrete porch. Needless to say this caused some minor
structural problems to the existing front porch. My wife and I simply wanted to keep the integrity of
the original home; now our home.
I think most people in CGA and probably other Midtowners are concerned about the integrity of the
plans that have been shown, the addition of 7 additional homes, the additional traffic concerns and
seeing the lot with driveway/road passing in of the original home. To me, this idea is not pleasing to
the eye.
I understand the agent who bought the property thought this would be a great way for her to make
lots of money. I get that part. I even thought of doing it myself until I talked with Midtown realestate agents and determined it probably could not be done and honestly, should not be done.
In my opinion, this development is a bad idea for Midtown, in general, and Central Gardens,
specifically.
Thank you for taking the time to read this as well as all the other emails you have received.
Sincerely, yours,
Thomas A. Barnes (Tab)

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Susan Mackenzie
Tillman, Staci
Central Ave infill
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 8:58:42 PM

Ms. Tillman, I am a Central Garden resident residing on Peabody. I do not believe the in fill of numerous homes on
this property is appropriate. I am glad they chose not to move the existing structure, but the proposal is still not
appropriate.
Susan Mackenzie

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sara Burnett
Tillman, Staci
Infill at 1876 Central
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 8:58:52 PM

Hello Staci - thanks for taking neighborhood feedback about this property.
I’m concerned about the density of the proposed infill and the additional traffic and strain so many people will put
on the neighborhood and infrastructure.
I’ve listened to the concerns of neighbors on either side of the project and they are unanimous in their objection.
Central Gardens has an historic designation and it is, in my opinion, important to stay true to the period, look and
feel of these historic homes and properties.
I hope you will reject the proposed project and ask the developers to recognize neighborhood objection to the
proposal.
Thank you for your time.
Sara Burnett
1531 Vinton

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Joshua Shipley
Tillman, Staci
1876 Central
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 9:51:14 PM

Ms. Tillman,
I am writing to express concern for the development at 1876 Central. I live at 1838 Central and one of the most
attractive parts of the neighborhood to me is the density. This project, which brings seven new houses on a 2+ acre
lot, would more than double the number of houses on our side of the block. With added traffic, sewer demand, and
noise, it drastically changes the character of our street.
This isn’t even addressing the historic value of the larger lots. I believe the CGA guidelines would attempt to
protect the size of these properties. In fact, it makes more sense to me to present this project to Landmarks first.
Please accept this email as my opposition to the project as presented.
Regards,
Josh Shipley
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Leigh McCraw
Tillman, Staci
1876 Central Plan Opposition
Thursday, March 01, 2018 4:39:44 AM

I am writing to oppose the development proposed for the property at 1876 Central. The home on this property is one
of the oldest in Central Gardens and sits on the remainder of the farm that once stretched through a large part of our
neighborhood. The proposed plan not only puts forth a density and layout not fitting our historic district, but also
surrounds the existing farmhouse in concrete separating it from any substantial green space and making it an
undesirable property. While I oppose any infill development for this property, if any is allowed, it should be
redesigned to leave the existing historic home with its own private driveway and with a substantial amount of green
space both in front and behind to separate it from any new homes.
Thank you,
Leigh McCraw

Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Cheryl Kent
Tillman, Staci; Whitehead, Josh
1876 Central Avenue
Thursday, March 01, 2018 5:26:42 AM

I am opposed to the proposed development to move the existing house to make room for 6-8 additional houses. This
goes against our historical district guidelines and is not appropriate for this property.
Cheryl Kent
1600 Linden Ave
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

mphs eason
Tillman, Staci
Housing Project in C/G.
Thursday, March 01, 2018 7:06:54 AM

Please consider not having this up coming project in Central Gardens. It would cause problems not only to the
residents in that area, but would put a ever heavier burden on our already overloaded Police & Fire Department. The
schools in the area will have even more hazards from speeders. Consider also the many projects in this area that had
people with great ideas (Union & McClaine), and still is an eye sore. This is a really bad idea for this quiet part of
mid-town. Please think about 10 yrs down the road, it will be an eye sore among beautiful homes. Janet Eason. 1500
Rosemary Lane.
Sent from my iPhone

To:
cc:

Staci Tillman, Staff Planner LUCB and LUCB Commissioners
John Zeanah (OPD Director), Kathy Ferguson (CGA President), Mark Fleischer,
Steve Redding, Shelly Rainwater, Jenna Thompson (all members of the CGA
Landmarks Committee and residents of Central Gardens.)

From: Barbara Sysak, Chairperson, Central Gardens Association Landmarks Committee
Date: February 27, 2018
Re:
CGA is not in support of PD 18-03: CENTRAL GARDENS: single-family
development at 1876 Central.
Prior to addressing our concerns regarding this single-family development, we looked at the
mission of the Land Use Control Board. The Land Use Control Board, as part of its mission,
recommends long-term public policies consistent with Smart Growth Strategies in order to:
protect the community’s unique character and sense of place; encourage the development of
healthy urban streets and open spaces; and promote environmentally responsible use of land.
We feel these are important reminders as this application is complex. Not only will the
applicant have to gain approval from LUCB but also they must gain approval for each
individual house design from the Landmarks Commission. The application in its current
form puts particular strain on determining how design guidelines will be administered for lot
setbacks, common mass and scale.
Further, there has never been a historic property disturbed in this manner since the 1993
City Council vote granting Central Gardens Historic Conservation District status and the
guidelines enacted. Other large infills such as the development at Clanlo and the Belvedere
condominiums, which predate our ’93 Historic Conservation designation, should not be
used as precedence. Rather, it was developments such as those that were the basis of the City
Council to approve Central Gardens’ Historic Conservation status in the first place.
The following are the key characteristics of this property that should be preserved under
protections of Central Gardens’ historic guidelines:
Lot #4 Existing Home:
Historic guidelines, as followed by the National Parks Service guidelines, specify that: “the
historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive
materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize a
property will be avoided.”
With that, we are not in favor of the proposed private drive setting directly in front of the
house. This disrupts the sense of place of the original home and property. The guidelines
recommend no parking or driveways in the front of the house but on the side and back and
that are minimized where possible. For example, circular drives in front of the house are not
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acceptable and have not been approved by the Landmarks Commission in past applications.
The guidelines do not call for a private drive in front of a historically significant home.
[Quoted from www.nps.gov/tps/standards/four-treatments/landscapeguidelines/rehab/index.html
Recommendation: We recommend using the existing driveway to access homes in the rear.
Lot #5. Quoting from the NPS guidelines: New additions, exterior alterations, or related
new construction will not destroy historic materials, features, and spatial relationships that
characterize the property. The new work will be differentiated from the old and will be
compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to
protect the integrity of the property and its environment.
With regard to “spatial relationships that characterize the property,” we are not in favor of
adding a plat for a home that sits on what is in effect the historic property’s front yard.
Further, we would require clarifications on the following:
• Do we assume that the front entry/porch will be facing Central Avenue? From the
Central Gardens Guidelines, page 3: “The front of a house should be oriented to the
public street and the primary entrance should be clearly defined… Traditionally, the
front entry of each building faced the street and was sheltered by a porch. This helps
to establish a sense of scale and to ‘animate’ the neighborhood.”
• Do we then assume that the driveway and garage would sit to the rear of the
property?
Recommendation: Do not include plat/house #5 in the proposal. Should #5 be approved, it
must include a condition to design a home that does not interfere with the “vista” of
the existing landscape and spacial relationship of the existing home (#4).
Additional arguments.
The application, under 4.10.3 Planned Development General Provisions, is quoted as
follows:
“The proposed development will not unduly injure or damage the use, value and enjoyment
of surrounding property nor unduly hinder or prevent the development of surrounding
property accordance with the current development policies and plans of the City and
County.”
Conversely, we believe that the proposed development will injure and damage the use value
and enjoyment of the surrounding property. Neighbors strongly opposed the original
proposal of 8 new homes at the neighborhood meeting. We continue to hear of discontent
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with the new plan of 6 new homes.
Neighbors have expressed concerns with the following related to density:
From UDC 4.10.2G: Efficient and effective traffic circulation, both within and adjacent to
the development site, that supports or enhances the approved transportation network.
• Increased traffic on Central
• Safety issues (auto and pedestrian)
• 12+ cars entering and exiting on a small single cut curb on a one-way street
• Associated backups on an already busy street
• Increase load on an already compromised infrastructure, already the neighbors
experience frequent power outage
• Concerns about refuse and recycle pick up
• Carts lined up and down on Central or pickup trucks entering/exiting the private
drive
From UDC 4.10.3B: An approved water supply, community waste water treatment and
disposal, and storm water drainage facilities that are adequate to serve the proposed
development have been or will be provided concurrent with development.
The Central Gardens Association is concerned about increased and untenable drainage from
this build. Already, neighbors experience issues with drainage; a build of this size may
increase that problem. We would like to add a condition that a private 3rd party engineer
evaluates the plans relative to drainage before the application is approved.
From UDC 4.10.3C: The location and arrangement of the structure, parking areas, walks,
lighting and other service facilities shall be compatible with the surrounding land uses...
CGA is concerned about lighting in the parking area and its affects on the adjacent
neighbors. Likewise the private drive is not compatible with the Landmarks approved
Guidelines. [see above]
From UDC 4.10.3D: Any modification of the district standards that would otherwise be
applicable to the site are warranted by the design of the outline plan and the amenities
incorporated therein, and are not inconsistent with the public interest.
Overall, Central Gardens Historic District standards are valued by the public interest. The
proposed site plan is in direct opposition to the neighbors’ interest. This is demonstrated by
the very large and vocal turn out to the required community meeting.
Finally and in summary, as representative of the neighborhood, CGA is against the proposed
application. Central Gardens is a leader in neighborhood preservation, home
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values and civic engagement. And though we greatly value the owners and developers efforts
to meet the neighbors’ concerns, it is not apparent that an appropriate balance has been
reached with a new development in concert with the zoning policies of our historic districts
guidelines, which have been designed and approved to protect the unique character of the
neighborhood.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Shelly Rainwater
Tillman, Staci
1876 Central proposed infill
Thursday, March 01, 2018 9:16:03 AM

Ms. Tillman,
I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed infill development at 1876 Central, PD
18-03. I am a lifelong resident of Central Gardens and a 17 year Realtor with a heavy
emphasis on Midtown.
My opinion stems from my love of my neighborhood, the guidelines of the Central Gardens
Historic Conservation District and those of the UDC, but this one UDC standard stands out in
particular:
UDC 4.10.1 states "The intent of a special use permit for a planned development is to create a more desirable use
of the land, a more coherent and coordinated development, and a better physical environment than would be
possible under a single base zoning district or combination of base zoning districts. Planned developments are
intended as a tool to allow creative and imaginative design that will promote amenities beyond those expected in
conventional developments."

The owners of 1876 Central, who are not Central Gardens residents, or even Midtowners, bought this property
and marketed it as a potential infill, in spit of being told it could not be done. This is why no other developers
stepped forward; they knew it would not be allowed. In a previous meeting, the owners stated to the CGA
Landmarks committee they believe this development is the 'highest and best use for the property'. I think they
simply don't understand Midtown in general and Central Gardens specifically. Our intent is different than those
neighborhoods where it's common to raze an old house and build three or more in its place. Our 100+ year history
demonstrates we have been doing a great job with the highest and best use of our beloved Central Gardens for
quite some time. We love the neighborhood and have worked tirelessly to preserve its history and character, and
frankly a good many of us resent people coming into our neighborhood and ignoring the rules in search of a few
dollars.
I am not opposed to growth and progress, but it must be done within the guidelines set in 1993.
Further, I fear if this development is allowed, Central Gardens will become a feeding ground for other developers;
this would set a precedent and likely open a floodgate to the many other developers looking to make a quick buck
off of a trendy infill development. Until now, they've known Central Gardens is off limits. Please, respect the
residents of Central Gardens who overwhelmingly oppose this development and the Central Gardens Historic
Conservation District guidelines and insist that new development follow the rules.
Best,

Shelly Rainwater
Sowell and Company, Realtors
901-278-4380 office
901-337-4001 cell
shellyrainwater@gmail.com
sowellandco.com

P.D. 18-03
L.U.C.B. REPORT
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SUPPORT
The Office of Planning and Development received 13 letters of support.
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Tillman, Staci
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

scott.walkup@yahoo.com
Saturday, January 20, 2018 7:00 PM
Tillman, Staci
1876 Central Avenue

Ms. Tillman:
As a Midtown resident, I am writing to express my support for the LUCB application at the above referenced address.
Changing the front setback of the existing house to match its neighbors will be a visual improvement along Central
Avenue. Additionally, the proposed new houses on the site will provide an opportunity to bring some much needed new
families into the City of Memphis.
Thank you,
Scott Walkup
Sent from my iPhone

1

Tillman, Staci
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Whitehead, Josh
Wednesday, January 10, 2018 8:10 PM
Tillman, Staci
Fwd: 1876 Central LUCB Application

FYI.
Josh Whitehead
Begin forwarded message:
From: Adam Langley <langleyam@gmail.com>
Date: January 10, 2018 at 7:55:18 PM CST
To: <eddie@kircherllc.com>, <tadagastino@whporter.com>
Cc: <josh.whitehead@memphistn.gov>, Elizabeth Langley <eylangley@gmail.com>
Subject: 1876 Central LUCB Application
Hi Eddie and Walker,
Thanks for your correspondence dated December 17, 2017, regarding your proposed development at
1876 Central. I am the property owner at 667. S. Barksdale St. I'm also an attorney in the real estate
group at Butler Snow with experience on land use, zoning, and development issues.
The lot is a prime location for a quality development like y'all propose. Indeed, I had looked at it myself.
I've reviewed your application and believe overall it will be a nice addition to the area if done correctly
as you stated in the correspondence. I especially appreciate the desire to be responsible with setbacks
and home location on Central.
Can you provide information pertaining to the size (height, square footage, lot coverage, etc) of the
homes and expected sales value of the nine homes you propose? Also, do you have drainage and storm‐
water management plans showing the expected impact of the development? Do you have construction
plans yet?
One concern is proposed Lot 3 of your development, which is the closest lot to my home and is readily
visible from the rear of my home. I notice you have a ten foot setback proposed on the eastern border.
That is the typical side yard setback; however, our homes in that corner all have rear abutting yards
(rear setbacks require 20 feet in R‐8 zoning). Would you consider revising your application to include a
20 foot setback on the eastern side of Lot 3? Indeed, Lot 3 appears to be an irregular lot with two
equidistant rear lines (the eastern and northern lines), which would require an isosceles triangular
setback. See Zoning Ordinance 3.2.9(D)(4). If the case, the 10 foot proposed setback would be
inappropriate anyway.
Another solution would be to reduce the proposed development from nine lots to eight lots and only
have two lots on the northern portion of the lot, which would allow for a lot more green space,
screening, and setbacks for the portion of the lot that abuts most of the neighbors on Barksdale and
Cowden. I also notice Lot 3 is not compliant with R‐8 zoning because it less than the 8000 square feet;
therefore, accommodations on setbacks or going to eight lots would appear appropriate.

1

Also, presently, there is a line a trees (mainly pines) on the eastern border that screens most of the
proposed development area from my house and my direct neighbors, would you consider adding
restrictive covenants that those trees or some similar screen is maintained permanently? I believe most
of these trees (if not all) are located in areas that would be required to be a setback.
I welcome your feedback and am sure a quality and accommodating solution can be achieved.
Thanks again for being proactive reaching out.
Regards,
Adam Langley
901‐412‐8203

2

Tillman, Staci
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Whitehead, Josh
Thursday, January 11, 2018 10:28 AM
Tillman, Staci
Fwd: 1876 Central LUCB Application

More FYI.
Josh Whitehead
Begin forwarded message:
From: Adam Langley <langleyam@gmail.com>
Date: January 11, 2018 at 10:24:45 AM CST
To: Eddie Kircher <eddie@kircherllc.com>
Cc: <josh.whitehead@memphistn.gov>, Elizabeth Langley <eylangley@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: 1876 Central LUCB Application
Eddie,
As a follow‐up to my email from last night, I corresponded with the CGA and they informed me that
several meetings took place this week including the community meeting. We did not receive notice of
the meeting and would have attended. Did notice go out? Could you provide any information that was
shared at that meeting? I'd be happy to find a time to meet with y'all if that would be more convenient.
Thanks again,
Adam
On Wed, Jan 10, 2018 at 7:55 PM, Adam Langley <langleyam@gmail.com> wrote:
Hi Eddie and Walker,
Thanks for your correspondence dated December 17, 2017, regarding your proposed development at
1876 Central. I am the property owner at 667. S. Barksdale St. I'm also an attorney in the real estate
group at Butler Snow with experience on land use, zoning, and development issues.
The lot is a prime location for a quality development like y'all propose. Indeed, I had looked at it myself.
I've reviewed your application and believe overall it will be a nice addition to the area if done correctly
as you stated in the correspondence. I especially appreciate the desire to be responsible with setbacks
and home location on Central.
Can you provide information pertaining to the size (height, square footage, lot coverage, etc) of the
homes and expected sales value of the nine homes you propose? Also, do you have drainage and
storm‐water management plans showing the expected impact of the development? Do you have
construction plans yet?
One concern is proposed Lot 3 of your development, which is the closest lot to my home and is readily
visible from the rear of my home. I notice you have a ten foot setback proposed on the eastern border.
That is the typical side yard setback; however, our homes in that corner all have rear abutting yards
(rear setbacks require 20 feet in R‐8 zoning). Would you consider revising your application to include a
1

20 foot setback on the eastern side of Lot 3? Indeed, Lot 3 appears to be an irregular lot with two
equidistant rear lines (the eastern and northern lines), which would require an isosceles triangular
setback. See Zoning Ordinance 3.2.9(D)(4). If the case, the 10 foot proposed setback would be
inappropriate anyway.
Another solution would be to reduce the proposed development from nine lots to eight lots and only
have two lots on the northern portion of the lot, which would allow for a lot more green space,
screening, and setbacks for the portion of the lot that abuts most of the neighbors on Barksdale and
Cowden. I also notice Lot 3 is not compliant with R‐8 zoning because it less than the 8000 square feet;
therefore, accommodations on setbacks or going to eight lots would appear appropriate.
Also, presently, there is a line a trees (mainly pines) on the eastern border that screens most of the
proposed development area from my house and my direct neighbors, would you consider adding
restrictive covenants that those trees or some similar screen is maintained permanently? I believe most
of these trees (if not all) are located in areas that would be required to be a setback.
I welcome your feedback and am sure a quality and accommodating solution can be achieved.
Thanks again for being proactive reaching out.
Regards,
Adam Langley
901‐412‐8203

2

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Andrew Sanders
Tillman, Staci
1876 Central Ave. Proposal
Monday, February 26, 2018 2:28:12 PM

I am a resident of Central Gardens and support the amended plan for development at 1876 Central
Avenue.
Andrew Battle Sanders
VP & Attorney
p: (901) 761-3813 a: 1255 Lynnfield Rd, #117, Memphis, TN 38119
w: http://cp.mcafee.com/d/FZsS91NJ5Z4QsK3D7DxNISyyyyM-CUOrhhhhovjshhdCPpJnRlysGjxN6FATtVUsaTjjQlTQQkZ7n5thv82H3zx0lug79yGavIA4m76mvsdCPpIS02GpcWMD3BYdCQrEK6PtPqpJUTsTsSyrh e: Andrew@OvertonTN.com

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Walker Uhlhorn
Edward; Tillman, Staci
Fwd: Central Avenue PUD
Monday, February 26, 2018 4:25:15 PM

Sent from my iPhone
Begin forwarded message:
From: Wakefield Gordon <awakefieldgordon@gmail.com>
Date: February 26, 2018 at 4:09:01 PM CST
To: Walker Uhlhorn <wuhlhorn10@yahoo.com>
Subject: Central Avenue PUD
My wife and I have lived in Central Gardens for over 25 years with the past 20
years at 580 South McLean Blvd. We are strongly in favor of the proposed
PUD.  
Density as envisioned by the developers is very desirable as can be seen by the
popularity of Clanlo property located a few blocks west of the proposed PUD.
Those houses and the size of the lots are very nice and add a dimension to Central
Gardens not afforded by houses on much larger tracts.  
Further, the development of the property will afford the opportunity for the new
owners to mitigate the drainage problems created by one of the previous owners.  
Again, we strongly urge approval of the project.
Wakefield Gordon

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Carla Touliatos
Tillman, Staci
Central Avenue Development Project
Saturday, February 24, 2018 12:07:39 PM

My husband and I have been home owners in Central Gardens since 1990. Twenty years of our residency were at
1592 Central, a one acre lot with a small house. We now live at 529 South Belvedere, another one acre lot with a
very large house.
My husband and I own a prominent landscape construction company, and many commercial real estate properties in
midtown. We have decades in first hand knowledge and experience owning and maintaining large properties. It is
extremely expensive, and not practical even for a landscape contractor, much less the majority of seasoned home
owners.
We support the development of new residential construction at mentioned site, as long as there is no adversity
regarding drainage, or any other undesirable site logistics regarding new construction to adjoining neighbors and
properties. We do not find density objectionable at all.
The existing siting of the historic residence is not consistent with the rest of the streetscape or neighborhood, and the
possibility of relocating the home is brilliant.
We are hopeful developers will continue with plans for the property.
As a gateway into our neighborhood, Central Avenue on the west end has a prime example of an abandoned,
blighted residential property.
Without willing and interested developers, the future for mentioned residence could result in a matching blighted
residence on the eastern entrance of our neighborhood.
Thank you for any consideration.
Carla Touliatos

February 28, 2018
Staci Tillman
City of Memphis, Land Use & Control Board
125 N. Main St.
Memphis, TN. 38103
Staci,
I wanted to write to formally express my recommendation of the proposed
development at 1876 Central. This recommendation is primarily based on the
combination of “highest & best use” of the current 2.26 acres at 1876 Vinton Ave., but
also my experience in the real estate world with developers Walker Uhlhorn, and
Eddie Kircher. They are quality people who do quality work, and their transparency
with how they go about their business from inital planning to client satisfactioin is well
known, and regarded.
I am a lifelong "midtowner" - grew up in Central Gardens, have owned a midtown
business at one point, co-own one now, and after moving back to Memphis, my wife
and I now own two Central Gardens properties at 686 S. Mansfield, and 1592 Central
Ave - where my much of my backyard was sold by earlier owners to develop the
Clanlo subdivision. I applaud the passion of those that object, but as a real estate
professional, I tend to see the larger picture and welcome development if done within
the guidelines laid out by a historic district if the development so lies in one. However,
there are many things about this property that make this case unique, and I don't
believe that allowing this development to happen will "open the flood gates" for new
development inside Central Gardens. Here are my quick points:
•

•

This property is the largest in Central Gardens. At 2.26 Acres, this is one of the
very few sites that are large enough for a developer to even consider
developing. One thing that many that object don't understand is that no
developer will consider developing anything if there is no profit to be made,
so much smaller lots would never be considered.
This current residence at 1876 Vinton is in really bad shape, as are the
grounds. I'm have done a lot of home remodeling and construction and can
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•

•

•

tell you that despite many peoples' opinion that the home can be "saved," it
would indeed have to be a savior to spend, by my estimation, $500,000 to get
this property in the shape where the owner would be proud. So, the
alternative to development is for a savior to come along and sink about $1.2
million of an investment, surrounded by homes that appraise at far less than
$1M. Not an investment any of my clients would ever make.
One argument that I have heard is that the property is too small and would
create too much density. Under Uhlhorn & Kircher’s current plan, the 7 lots
average to be 8,975 sf, which is larger than the 8,460 sf originally set forth as a
standard Central Gardens lot from the original subdivision plat.
Density in that area, in my opinion, is a good thing. More people makes for
safer streets, and houses proposing to be sold between $650,000 and
$800,000 makes for more city and county taxes, and higher property values
for those in the surrounding areas.
Original architecture in Central Gardens hardly have any original plans for
downstairs bedrooms, so we lose many owners when the time comes that
they have to navigate stairs. this would provide balance in the area of having
an older clientele stay, or move to, Central Gardens for this reason. I currently
have several clients alreay interested in buying within this subdivion, and I
assure you that the demand is outstanding.

Having attended the original design forum at the Univeristy Club a month or so ago, I
know fully well you will receive “vocal” opposition. I assure you, however, the
oppositon is the vast minority. Many more Central Gardens residents support
something that increases their property value, more density in our neighborhood for
safer streets, and I am sure you will see that by their flocking to purchase these
properties if approved. Unfortuantely, we are just not as “loud”.

Sincerely,

Jake Lawhead
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Walker Uhlhorn
Edward; Tillman, Staci
Fwd: 1876 Central Development
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 11:20:16 AM

See attached!
Thx!
Walker U
Sent from my iPhone
Begin forwarded message:
From: Betsy Tate <betsymctate@gmail.com>
Date: February 28, 2018 at 10:57:40 AM CST
To: wuhlhorn10@yahoo.com
Subject: 1876 Central Development

This letter is supporting your proposed development by Kircher-Uhlhorn for the
property at 1876 Central. Both my husband, Jet Tate, and I are pleased to hear
about your plans to build some new houses on that sight. Your homes are lovely
and beautifully built. They blend perfectly in the neighborhood.
We are current Central Gardens residents living at 1595 linden. We live in the
home that my grandparents bought 99 years ago. We wish you great success in
this proposal.
Best regards,
Betsy Tate
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Nancy Thompson
Tillman, Staci
PUD support!
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 1:31:11 PM

I am writing to express my SUPPORT for the proposed development at 1876 Central. As a
close neighbor of 35 years (1880 Cowden), I think there is great demand for this type of
housing in Central Gardens. This looks like a good plan, with the provision that the
developers be required to employ civil engineers to implement a drainage mitigation
plan. Drainage has long been an issue with this property; now should be the time to address
that and ameliorate it. Of course, it is a given that the style and appearance of the new houses
will have to meet Central Gardens guidelines.
Just wanted you to know that neighborhood opposition to this plan is not total. I have also
spoken with several other residents who favor it.
Nancy Thompson
1880 Cowden

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Walker Uhlhorn
Tillman, Staci; Edward
Fwd: Central Avenue Development Project-Kircher Uhlhorn Development, LLC
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 1:41:07 PM

See attached!
Thx,
Walker
Sent from my iPhone
Begin forwarded message:
From: Mike Christoff <Mike@memphistitleco.com>
Date: February 28, 2018 at 1:34:00 PM CST
To: Walker Uhlhorn <wuhlhorn10@yahoo.com>
Subject: Central Avenue Development Project-Kircher Uhlhorn
Development, LLC
To Whom It May Concern:
Please accept this email as my support of the Central Avenue Development applied for
Kircher Uhlhorn Development, LLC. As a real estate attorney and resident of Central
Gardens, I am in favor of this project, as it will take a currently blighted and unusable
piece of property and replace it with an aesthetically pleasing project built by
experienced developers in a manner that will be consistent with the neighborhood.
These types of projects should be encouraged, and I am happy to lend my support.
Regards,
Michael O. Christoff
Miesse & Christoff, P.C.
Memphis Title Company
7518 Enterprise Avenue
Germantown, Tennessee 38138
Phone: (901) 759-3900
Fax: (901) 751-1135
Email: mike@memphistitleco.com

NOTE: This e-mail may contain PRIVILEGED and CONFIDENTIAL information and is intended only for
the use of the specific individual(s) to which it is addressed and may be subject to attorney-client
privilege, and/or attorney work product privilege. These privileges are not waived by this
transmission. If you are not an intended recipient of this e-mail, you are hereby notified that any

unauthorized use, dissemination or copying of this e-mail or the information contained in it or
attached to it is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please delete it (and any
copies) and immediately notify the person named above by reply e-mail. Thank you.

For the privacy, protection and financial security of our clients,
Memphis Title Company has been independently audited and certified
to meet and exceed the standards of the American Land Title
Association (ALTA) Best Practices. For more information or a copy of
our ALTA Compliance Certification, please contact our office by
phone or by email at preclosing@memphistitleco.com.
PLEASE NOTE: ALL FUNDS OVER $1,000.00 MUST BE DELIVERED BY EITHER
CASHIER’S CHECK OR BANK WIRE. FURTHER, ANY FUNDS OVER $10,000.00 MUST BE
DELIVERED BY BANK WIRE. DO NOT REMIT FUNDS TO OUR OFFICE VIA ACH. THEY
WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED. PLEASE CONTACT OUR OFFICE TO OBTAIN WIRING
INSTRUCTIONS, IF NECESSARY.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Walker Uhlhorn
Tillman, Staci; Edward
Fwd: 1876 Central
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 2:28:59 PM

Staci, see attached email!
Thx,
Walker U
Sent from my iPhone
Begin forwarded message:
From: Chad Olson <chad.olson@fedex.com>
Date: February 28, 2018 at 2:12:20 PM CST
To: Walker Uhlhorn <wuhlhorn10@yahoo.com>
Subject: 1876 Central
Staci Tillman
I’m writing this letter to show my support for the Kircher Uhlhorn project on
1876 Central. I think this planned development proposed by Kircher Uhlhorn will
be a great addition and will likely attract new residents to the Central Gardens
area. I’m currently a resident off of Jefferson Ave and would like nothing more
than to see the midtown area flourish.
Chad Olson
Sent from my iPad

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Tracy Wiswall
Tillman, Staci
1876 Central Avenue
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 4:23:56 PM

After attending the last meeting and listening to my fellow Central Gardens neighbors, my opinion on this
subject has changed a bit. I will start by saying that I like the new plan much better than the original plan,
but I am now convinced that the original home on Central Avenue needs to stay exactly where it is. As
such any plan that seeks to move the original home even an inch, is a nonstarter for me. If they want to
build a pocket community behind that house, great...but they will need to do it without moving the original
home, just like they did with Clanlo.   
Tracy Wiswall
twiswall@aol.com

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Paul Morris
Tillman, Staci
1876 Central
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 9:45:12 PM

Dear Staci,
My family and I live in Central Gardens at 1796 Peabody Avenue, not far from this proposed
development. My family business, Jack Morris Auto Glass, is also not far at 1945 Union
Avenue, where I work everyday. I’m a lifelong Memphian, and I’ve worked in many
capacities to help our city grow and prosper.
One of our biggest challenges in Memphis is lack of density and the sprawl that has occurred
over the last forty years. Too few citizens live in our core city, and this creates blight, a
lowered tax base, challenges to public transportation, and assorted other problems for our city.
Mayor Strickland campaigned and won in part on these issues, and he frequently argues
correctly for the need for more infill residential development, especially in Midtown. Mayor
Strickland has recently pushed for tax freezes to encourage developers to build new
construction residential in Midtown, so that Memphis can attract more citizens to our core
city.
Here we have a developer who is proposing exactly what the City needs — what Mayor
Strickland is pushing for — that is more new construction residential in our core city, and this
developer isn’t even asking for a tax break. Instead, this development would dramatically
increase the taxes paid from this parcel. And Memphis desperately needs to develop its tax
base.
My family moved to Midtown a couple of years ago, and I can tell you what attracted us here:
a new construction home on a subdivided parcel. I love the historic homes in Central Gardens,
but my family and I are simply not going to choose to live in a historic home. We prefer new
construction, and we were able to find it in Central Gardens because this particular
development team, Mr. Kircher and Mr. Uhlhorn, had bought a deteriorated historic home on a
1/2 acre lot and subdivided the lot to make room for two new homes, each of which sold
before construction started. They built two beautiful homes that fit right in with the historic
gems surrounding us in this historic neighborhood.
Although it is natural that people who are opposed to something are louder than the rest of us,
I suspect the majority view is reflected by our popularly elected Mayor, who campaigns hard
for new construction residential development in our core city. He sees the big picture about
what our city needs to thrive going forward.
I urge you to support and encourage this proposed development and other developments that
would bring more citizens to our core city.
Thank you,
Paul
901.219.2336

