AGENDA ITEMS: 13 & 14
CASE NUMBER:

N/A

L.U.C.B. MEETING: February 14, 2019

APPLICANT:

City of Memphis Office of Comprehensive Planning

REPRESENTATIVE:

Ashley Cash, Administrator

REQUESTS:

1.
2.

Approve Resolution Adopting the Memphis 3.0 General Plan, and
Approve Resolution Recommending that the Memphis City Council Adopt
the Memphis 3.0 General Plan

1. Memphis has adopted only three citywide, comprehensive plans in its history. The first of these was presented to the
Memphis Planning Commission (precursor to today’s Land Use Control Board) and the Memphis Board of
Commissioners (precursor to today’s City Council) in 1924. The second of these was presented to the Memphis
Planning Commission and Board of Commissioners in 1955 and, at least in part, led to the merger of the Memphis
and Shelby County Planning Commissions. The third and most recent of these was the Memphis 2000 Policy Plan,
adopted by the relatively new Land Use Control Board and then the Memphis City Council and Shelby County
Board of Commissioners in 1981. As such, the Memphis 3.0 General Plan is the first citywide, comprehensive plan
in nearly 40 years. CLICK HERE TO DOWNLOAD A COPY OF THE PLAN
2. The Memphis 3.0 General Plan was developed in-house by the Office of Comprehensive Planning, a sister agency to
the Office of Planning and Development (OPD), through a two-year long process that involved the participation of
15,000 citizens attending nearly 200 public meetings and events, 12 working groups with nearly 250 subject matter
experts and 9 planning and real estate consulting agencies.
3. The General Plan contains goals and objectives related to land use, transportation and economic development. A
guide to these, which begin on p. 154 of the Plan, is found in Section 2 of this staff report.
4. Perhaps one of the most important elements of the Memphis 3.0 Plan, and the most germane to the Land Use Control
Board, is how it will affect subsequent, individual land use decisions. In 2009, the Tennessee General Assembly
passed a law requiring individual land use decisions made by a local planning commission (such as the Land Use
Control Board) or by a city’s governing body be consistent with a general plan if a general plan is adopted by the
governing body. This is codified as Sec. 13-4-202(b)(2)(B)(iii) of the Tennessee Code Annotated. OPD staff will
utilize the sections of the Plan highlighted in proposed Sub-Section 1.9B of the UDC (see Item 2 on the ZTA 19-1
staff report) to ensure consistency on individual land use requests, such as Special Use Permits, Planned
Developments and Rezonings.
5. It is envisioned that the Office of Comprehensive Planning will follow the Memphis 3.0 General Plan with
individual small area plans for specified neighborhoods and subject matter.
6. As outlined in Section 4 of this staff report, there are two requests associated with this staff report: 1) the adoption of
a resolution requesting that the Land Use Control Board adopt the Memphis 3.0 Plan and 2) the adoption of a second
resolution, pursuant to TCA Sec. 13-4-202(b), that the City Council do the same.

RECOMMENDATION

Approval
Staff Writer:

Josh Whitehead

E-mail:

josh.whitehead@memphistn.gov
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1. Background
The legislative intent behind a local General Plan is articulated in Section 13-4-201 of the
Tennessee Code Annotated, originally adopted by the General Assembly as Chapter 34 of the
Public Acts of 1935:
TCA Section 13-4-201: General plan for physical development. It is the function and duty of
the commission to make and adopt an official general plan for the physical development of
the municipality, including any area outside of its boundaries which, in the commission's
judgment, bears relation to the planning of the municipality. The plan, with the accompanying
maps, plats, charts, and descriptive and explanatory matter, shall show the commission's
recommendations for the physical development of the area of the municipal planning
jurisdiction and identify areas where there are inadequate or nonexistent publicly or privately
owned and maintained services and facilities when the planning commission has determined
the services are necessary in order for development to occur, and may include, among other
things, the general location, character and extent of streets, bridges, viaducts, parks,
parkways, waterways, waterfronts, playgrounds, airports and other public ways, grounds,
places and spaces, the general location of public buildings and other public property, the
general location and extent of public utilities and terminals, whether publicly or privately
owned, for water, light, power, sanitation, transportation, communication and other purposes;
also the removal, relocation, widening, extension, narrowing, vacating, abandonment,
change of use or extension of any of the foregoing public ways, grounds, places, spaces,
buildings, properties or utilities; also a zoning plan for the regulation of the height, area, bulk,
location and use of private and public structures and premises and of population density;
also the general location, character, layout and extent of community centers and
neighborhood units; also the general location, character, extent and layout of the replanning
of blighted districts and slum areas. The commission may from time to time amend, extend
or add to the plan or carry any part of subject matter into greater detail.
In sum, one of the functions of a local planning commission in Tennessee is to adopt a long-range
plan that not only stipulates land uses on private property (through the adoption of a comprehensive
zoning code including the placement of all properties into zoning districts reflected on a zoning
map), but also where, how and when improvements are made to public infrastructure. To that end, a
city’s long-range plan often guides its Capital Improvement Program, through which major public
investments are budgeted.
As mentioned on the first page of this staff report, the City of Memphis has not adopted a General
Plan since 1981 with the adoption of the Memphis 2000 Policy Plan. This was the product of a
reorganization of the planning department and the appointed citizen planning board that served
Memphis and Shelby County, collectively known as the “Planning Commission.” In 1975, the
American Society of Planning Officials (the “ASPO,” one of the precursors to today’s American
Planning Commission) issued a report on the functionality of the Planning Commission and noted
that one of its major deficiencies was that it did not sufficiently focus on long-range planning
initiatives (see the report here). The ASPO report led to the adoption of Ordinance-Resolution 2524
by the Memphis City Council and Shelby County Quarterly Court (precursor to today’s Shelby
County Board of Commissioners). This ordinance not only renamed the staff portion of the old
Planning Commission as the Office of Planning and Development (“OPD”) and the planning board
portion as the Land Use Control Board, it created a focus on long-range planning (see the ordinance
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here). In fact, a department of OPD entirely devoted to long-range planning was created in the name
of the “Comprehensive Planning Section.” In 1986, the Office of Construction Code Enforcement
was merged with the Office of Planning and Development to create a new division, the Division of
Planning and Development (“DPD”), which today has a component department known as the Office
of Comprehensive Planning, the applicant of this request.
2. Organization of the Plan
This section of the staff report is organized as an executive summary of the Plan. To download the
Plan, click here. Important pages that relate to land use and consistency are provided in bold
lettering.
Page 11: The general purpose of the Plan is to encourage the utilization of the existing infrastructure
of the city and to “build up, not out.”
P. 12: The “Legal Basis” section spells out the manner of adoption and the Plan and the requirement
for consistency, referencing TCA Sec. 13-4-202(b)(2)(B)(iii):
Prior to the adoption of the general plan or amendment of the general plan, a legislative
body shall hold a public hearing thereon, the time and place of which shall be published in a
newspaper of general circulation in the municipality at least thirty (30) days prior to the
legislative body's meeting in which the adoption or amendment is to be first considered. After
the adoption of the general plan by a legislative body, any land use decisions thereafter
made by that legislative body, the respective planning commission or board of zoning
appeals when the board of zoning appeals is exercising its powers on matters other than
variances, must be consistent with the plan. The general plan may be adopted as an
element of the jurisdiction's growth plan through the process established in title 6, chapter
58, but if the general plan is not adopted as part of the growth plan, it nevertheless cannot
be inconsistent with the growth plan or the intent of title 6, chapter 58. (emphasis added)
P. 13 lists the three guiding values of the Memphis 3.0 Plan: Memphis is a city 1) that values land as
an asset, 2) of connected communities and 3) of equity and opportunity.
Pp. 16-20 provides a history of planning milestones and graphic portrayals of the physical
expansion, through annexation, of the city.
Pp. 24-31 list current conditions and statistics of the city.
Pp. 32-42 highlight the community engagement aspect of the Plan.
Pp. 46-121 contain the land use aspect of the Plan. It will be this section, as well as similar sections
of the subsequent small area plans, that will largely guide future land use decisions.
Pp. 52-55: The Memphis 3.0 Plan is guided by anchors. Anchors are defined as walkable, mixed
uses places such as a historic commercial area like the Highland Strip or a college campus like
Lemoyne-Owen. The Plan lists six types of anchors, which include 1) neighborhood crossings, 2)
neighborhood main streets, 3) urban main streets, 4) urban centers, 5) citywide anchors and 6)
institutional campus.
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P. 58: Since one of the primary goals of Memphis 3.0 is to promote the stability of the anchors and
encourage urban, pedestrian-focused neighborhoods to support them, it identifies a land use
designation known as “anchor neighborhoods” that surrounding the anchors as a key component of
the future land use map. Pp. 59-61 demonstrate how anchor neighborhoods relate to their anchors.
P. 63 identifies an important additional layer to the land use aspect of Memphis 3.0: neighborhoods
may require three distinctly different types of action: 1) nurturing, 2) accelerating and 3) sustaining.
These actions are further discussed in pp. 64-67 and a map is provided where these actions are
appropriate on p. 68. Pp. 69-71 shows various kinds of improvements that can be made effectuating
these actions.
Pp. 74-79 list the 22 types of land use categories that cover not only the anchor types but also the
anchor neighborhood types. Please pay particularly close attention to the “Form and Location
Characteristics” section of these tables. Note that some land uses may be more intense in anchor
neighborhoods identified as “accelerate” than “sustain” or “nurture.” This is demonstrated further in
Exhibit A, attached hereto, which looks at a few case studies and how Memphis 3.0 would be used
to determine consistency for hypothetical rezoning requests. The land use descriptions found on pp.
74-79 are repeated and graphically shown on pp. 80-120.
P. 121 shows the 22 land use categories described on pp. 74-120 all on one, citywide map. Please
refer to Exhibit A (see p. 8 of this staff report) for a few examples on how this map will be utilized on
a day-to-day- basis.
P. 122-149 contain the street type element of Memphis 3.0 and contains the appropriate types of
roadways for the types of land uses described in pp. 74-120. This section culminates in the
Comprehensive Streets Plan on p. 149.
P. 151 begins the section of the Plan that describes how it will be implemented, including its
compatibility with the Unified Development Code (the “UDC”). See companion staff report for ZTA
19-1 for amendments proposed to the UDC that will incorporate references to the Memphis 3.0 Plan.
P. 154 contains the 8 goals of the Memphis 3.0 General Plan.
P. 157: the discussion on Goal 1, Complete, Cohesive Communities, begins. In this goal, as well as
each of the following goals, several objectives are listed, each with individual policies. P. 158
contains an example of one of these objectives, Objective 1.1: “Focus future growth and density in
and around Community and Citywide anchors.”
P. 178: the discussion on Goal 2, Vibrant Civic Spaces, begins. Objective 2.1, articulated on p. 147,
is “Develop new mater plans for parks and public facilities.”
P. 188: the discussion on Goal 3, Sustainable and Resilient Communities, begins.
P. 200: the discussion on Goal 4, High Performing Infrastructure, begins.
P. 211: the discussion on Goal 5, Connected Corridors and Communities, begins.
P. 220: the discussion on Goal 6, Equitable Opportunities, begins.
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P. 230: the discussion on Goal 7, Prosperous and Affordable Communities, begins.
P. 238: the discussion on Goal 8, Engaged Communities, begins.
P. 242 begins the District Priorities section of the Plan in which analyses and recommendations are
made for each of the 14 neighborhoods of the city are provided. The neighborhood-by-neighborhood
discussion begins with Cordova and concludes with Whitehaven.
3. Changes to the Plan due to the Public Comment Period
On the evening of Wednesday, January 16, 2019, Division Director John Zeanah, Administrator of
the Office of Comprehensive Planning Ashley Cash, Administrator of the OPD Josh Whitehead and
Brett Ragsdale, Deputy Administrator of OPD met with several stakeholders of the Midtown and
University neighborhoods. During that meeting, several concerns were expressed over the impact
the Plan would have on their neighborhoods, the proposed process by which applicants could seek
a zoning variance to “opt into” the Plan through action by the Board of Adjustment and the level of
densities proposed in some of the concentric circles. The memorandum attached hereto as Exhibit
B (see p. 17 of this staff report) outlines these concerns, as well as the changes made to both the
Memphis 3.0 and the accompanying Zoning Text Amendment to the Unified Development Code
(ZTA 19-1). In summary, these changes are as follows.
a. Map Changes. Some of the concerns stemmed from the Future Land Use Map, particularly
the parts of the Map that showed parts of predominately single-family neighborhoods as
“Anchor Neighborhood-Mix of Building Types,” a land use type that is abbreviated in the
Memphis 3.0 Plan as “ANM.” See graphic on page 82; the ANM land use allows duplexes,
triplexes and quadplexes in the middle of a block and small apartment buildings on the
corners of blocks. As a result of the meeting on January 16, the map was revised to change
the ANM designation surrounding the Neighborhood Main Street anchors to “Anchor
Neighborhoods – Primarily Single-Unit,” abbreviated in the Plan as “ANS.” See graphic on
page 80 of the Plan; here, only the intersections are permitted to contain a housing type
more intense than a single-family home. Specifically speaking, the areas around Cooper &
Young and Cooper & Central were designated ANS, down from ANM and the anchor at
Union and Belvedere was removed altogether, which also removed the anchor
neighborhood designation that surrounded it.
With these changes, there are two areas in Midtown that remain designated as Anchor
Neighborhood-Mix of Building Types: around Crosstown and around Overton Square. These
two areas have greater concentrations of density and retail activity in the anchor and Mix of
Building Types is already prevalent throughout the surrounding area. However, in an effort to
mitigate the effect of this mix of building types into the single-family portions of these
neighborhoods, the land use descriptions have been amended (see second paragraph
under Item “b” immediately below).
b. Land Use Description Changes. Based on the feedback received during the meeting on
January 16, it was evident that the relationship between the Implementing Zone Districts and
Zoning Notes that accompany each future land use description caused some
misunderstanding. These notes were meant to provide context and not to allow any kind of
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“multiple choice zoning” for future developers. Implementing Zone Districts have been
combined with Zoning Notes. This is a note and in no way actionable on its own. Further,
new language has been added to both the Plan and the UDC (through ZTA 19-1; note
proposed Sub-Section 1.9C) that make clear that the zoning map and applicable overlays
are the regulations in force so there is no confusion.
Second, the Form and Location Characteristics for each land use type have been made
more descriptive so as to describe the intent and application of the land use types with
respect to a finding of consistency. In the case of Anchors and Anchor Neighborhoods, the
Form and Location Characteristics now describe the application in a Nurture, Sustain or
Accelerate condition. These align with the Degree of Change Map on p. 68 of the Plan,
which shows most of Midtown as “Sustain.” In the instances of Crosstown and Overton
Square, multi-unit buildings are only deemed consistent along main corridors, closest to the
anchors, and at intersections where multi-unit building types already exist. Note the different
Form and Location Characteristics for the ANM neighborhoods on pp. 76 and 82.
c. UDC (ZTA 19-1) Changes. Finally, as mentioned above, there were concerns expressed
about some of the proposed process changes that were part of ZTA 19-1, particularly the
“opt-in” clause to the variance process subject to review by the Board of Adjustment. In
addition, concerns were raised concerning the editing of the list of neighborhood plans to be
considered when making land use decisions. As a result, the following changes have been
made to ZTA 19-01:
1. The “opt-in” provision in the original draft of Sub-Section A, whereby a property
owner could petition the Board of Adjustment for a variance consistent with Memphis
3.0, has been deleted. Also deleted are references in Section 9.22.6 related to “opt
in” variance requests.
2. A new Sub-Section B that governs how the boards and bodies determine
consistency has been added.
3. A new Sub-Section C states that the UDC, the zoning map and the overlays remain
in effect (see below). In addition, all required findings of fact articulated in the UDC
for a particular land use decision remain as is.
4. Sub-Section D, which lists plans previously adopted or accepted by the Memphis
City Council and/or Shelby County Board of Commissioners, remains as is.
Item 3 above (the new Sub-Section C) clearly articulates that no land use process articulated
in the UDC, such as rezonings, planned developments, etc., changes as a result of adopting
this plan. The Memphis 3.0 Plan is a guide for these future decisions, but the same findings
of fact for each will continue to be used for these decisions. In other words, just because a
particular land use proposal is consistent with Memphis 3.0 does not mean it necessarily
must be approved. Alternatively, if a project does not need any land use change, the
Memphis 3.0 Plan will not affect that property. Importantly, the zoning map and the UDC will
remain in effect for all properties in the City of Memphis and unincorporated Shelby County.
A further list of changes that have been made to the Plan during the comment period are contained
in a memorandum from Ashley Cash, Administrator of the Office of Comprehensive Planning,
attached hereto as Exhibit C (see p. 20 of this staff report).
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4. Method of Adoption
The process of adoption of General Plans is articulated in TCA Sec. 13-4-202, which is included
below. Attached to this staff report are two resolutions prepared for the Land Use Control Board.
The first falls under Sec. 13-4-202(a), whereby the Board’s approval of the General Plan guides its
subsequent land use or planning decisions (attached hereto as Exhibit D; see p. 23 of this staff
report). The second falls under Sec. 13-4-202(b), whereby the Board recommends that the City
Council do the same (attached hereto as Exhibit E; see p. 24 of this staff report).
TCA Sec. 13-4-202(a): The commission may adopt the plan as a whole by a single
resolution, or, as the work of making the whole plan progresses, may from time to time adopt
a part or parts thereof, any such part to correspond generally with one (1) or more of the
functional subdivisions of the subject matter of the plan. Prior to the adoption of the plan or
any part or parts of the plan by the commission, the commission shall hold a public hearing
thereon, the time and place of which shall be published in a newspaper of general circulation
in the municipality at least thirty (30) days prior to the meeting in which the adoption is to be
first considered. The adoption of the plan or any part, amendment or addition shall be by
resolution carried by the affirmative votes of not less than a majority of all the members of
the commission. The resolution shall refer expressly to the maps, descriptive matter and
other matters intended by the commission to form the whole or part of the plan, and the
action taken shall be recorded on the adopted plan or part thereof and descriptive matter by
the identifying signature of the secretary of the commission, and a copy of the plan or part
thereof shall be certified to the chief legislative body.
TCA Sec. 13-4-202(b): Once the commission has adopted the general plan or amendment
of the general plan for the planning jurisdiction of the commission, the commission's
transmittal of the certification to the legislative body may simultaneously include a resolution
by the planning commission requesting the consideration and adoption of the general plan
by the legislative body of the municipality and in the case of a municipal regional planning
commission by the county legislative body for the area outside the municipal boundary limits
but within the county. The municipal legislative body, by ordinance, may adopt the general
plan as certified by the planning commission and the county legislative body by resolution
may adopt the elements of the plan within the jurisdiction of the county legislative body as
certified by the planning commission…
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EXHIBIT A:
This exhibit demonstrates how Memphis 3.0 will be used by the Office of Planning and Development
to determine consistencty on land use requests submitted to the department.
Example 1: new apartments in Anchor
Example 2: single-family attached building in multi-family district in Anchor Neighborhood
Example 3: single-family attached building in single-family district in Anchor Neighborhood that does
not meet the Form and Location Characteristics of the neighborhood
Example 4: single-family attached building in single-family district in Anchor Neighborhood that does
meet the Form and Location Characteristics of the neighborhood
Example 1: new apartments in Anchor (Apartments at 999 South Cooper). This project was
reviewed as OPD Case. No. BOA 17-58, as it required variances related to first floor height and
overall building height.
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Step 1: Check the zoning map.

Excerpt of zoning map is provided above with the subject property highlighted in yellow. The
property is zoned CMU-1, which allows this kind of apartment house (ground floor live-work units),
but this exercise will assume it requiers a rezoning and an analysis of consistency.
Step 2: Check the “Future Land Use Map” of Memphis 3.0.

The closeup of the Future Land Use Map above shows this property is within a type of Anchor
known as a “Neighborhood Main Street.”
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Step 3: Check the “Degree of Change Map” of Memphis 3.0.

The map above shows this part of Cooper-Young to be within a “Sustain” neighborhood.
Step 4: Check the Land Use Descriptions section of Memphis 3.0.
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For Neighborhood Main Streets, there are no distinctions between neighborhoods whose degrees of
change are characterized as “Nurture,” “Accelerate” or “Sustain.” They all promote apartment
buildings.
Conclusion: This project (and, more aptly, its hypothetical rezoning) is consistent with Memphis 3.0.
Example 2: single-family attached building in multi-family district in Anchor Neighborhood (2112
Jefferson). This project was processed as a use by-right in the RU-3 zoning district.

2112 Jefferson currently under construction
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Step 1: Check the zoning map.

Excerpt of zoning map is provided above with the subject property highlighted in yellow. The
property is zoned RU-3, which allows this kind of attached single-family use (townhomes). See
image below from Sec. 3.7.2 of the UDC, highlighting the various types of non-single family uses
permitted in this zoning district.

Conclusion: No consistency analysis required since no rezoning is necessary.
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Example 3: single-family attached building in single-family district in Anchor Neighborhood that does
not meet the Form and Location Characteristics of the neighborhood (placing the building currently
under construction at 2112 Jefferson at 2178 Nelson in the Cooper Young neighborhood).
Step 1: Check the zoning map.

Excerpt of zoning map is provided above with the subject property highlighted in yellow. The
property is zoned R-6, a single-family detached zoning district that does not allow single-family
attached uses. Therefore, a rezoning would be required.
Step 2: Check the “Future Land Use Map” of Memphis 3.0.

The closeup of the Future Land Use Map above shows this property is within a type of Anchor
Neighborhood known as an “Anchor Neighborhood Primarily Single Unit.”
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Step 3: Check the “Degree of Change Map” of Memphis 3.0.

The map above shows this part of Cooper-Young to be within a “Sustain” neighborhood.

Step 4: Check the Land Use Descriptions section of Memphis 3.0.

14

Staff Report
Adoption of Memphis 3.0

February 14, 2019

Conclusion: This proposal is inconsistent with Memphis 3.0 because it does not meet the Form
and Location Characteristics for this type of Anchor Neigbhborhood.
Example 4: single-family attached building in single-family district in Anchor Neighborhood that does
meet the Form and Location Characteristics of the neighborhood (placing the building currently
under construction at 2112 Jefferson at 2154 Nelson in the Cooper Young neighborhood).
Step 1: Check the zoning map.

Excerpt of zoning map is provided above with the subject property highlighted in yellow. The
property is zoned R-6, a single-family detached zoning district that does not allow single-family
attached uses. Therefore, a rezoning would be required.
Step 2: Check the “Future Land Use Map” of Memphis 3.0. See analysis in Example 3 above; this
project is in the same Anchor Neighborghood, a “Anchor Neighborhood Primarily Single Unit.”
Step 3: Check the Land Use Descriptions section of Memphis 3.0. See analysis in Example 3 above;
this project is in the same neighborhood, a “Sustain” neighborhood.
Step 4: Check the Land Use Descriptions section of Memphis 3.0.
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Conclusion: This proposal is consistent with Memphis 3.0, but that will not necessarily result in its
construction. It still requires a rezoning, which is often effectuated in Memphis and Shelby County
through the Planned Development process. Under proposed Sub-Section 1.9C of the Unified
Development Code (see staff report for ZTA 19-1), development proposals still need to meet the
requisite findings of fact under the Code. As any Planned Development found to be consistent with
Memphis 3.0 will still need to meet the findings of fact under UDC Sections 4.10 and 9.6.9.
Assuming such a Planned Development is reviewed by the Land Use Control Board and approved
by the City Council, it will then require one final public review and aprpoval; that of the Landmarks
Commission since the site is located within the Cooper-Young historic overlay district. This review
would require the issuance of two Certificates of Apprpriateness by that body: one to allow for the
demolition of the structure, which can only be approved if it is contributing to the integrity of the
historic district if it is significantly structurally damaged, and another for the new building, which can
only be approved if the Commission finds its design in keeping with the Cooper Young design
guidelines.
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EXHIBIT B
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EXHIBIT C
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EXHIBIT D
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RESOLUTION OF THE
MEMPHIS AND SHELBY COUNTY
LAND USE CONTROL BOARD
ADOPTING THE MEMPHIS 3.0 PLAN
AS THE GENERAL PLAN FOR THE PYSICAL
DEVELOPMENT OF THE CITY OF MEMPHIS
WHEREAS, Joint Resolution and Ordinance Number 2524 was executed between the City of
Memphis and the County of Shelby on November 16, 1976; and
WHEREAS, Section 28-13 of said Joint Resolution and Ordinance created the Memphis and Shelby
County Land Use Control Board as the planning commission for the community, replacing
the Memphis and Shelby County Planning Commission; and
WHEREAS, Joint Resolution and Ordinance Number 2524 contains a contract between the City of
Memphis and the County of Shelby creating the Memphis and Shelby County Office of
Planning and Development (“OPD”); and
WHEREAS, Section 4, Sub-Section C, Paragraph 1 of said contract includes as one of the powers
and duties of OPD the preparation, adoption and recommendation of a long range
comprehensive plan for the future development of the community; and
WHEREAS, Tennessee Code Annotated (“TCA”) Section 13-4-201 states that it is the function and
duty of a municipal planning commission to make and adopt an official general plan for the
physical development of the municipality; and
WHEREAS, TCA Section 13-4-202 provides that a general plan shall be adopted by the municipal
planning commission by resolution; and
WHEREAS, during its regular meeting on February 14, 2019, the Land Use Control Board
reviewed the Memphis 3.0 Plan.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the Land Use Control Board does hereby adopt the
Memphis 3.0 Plan as the general plan of Memphis pursuant to TCA Section 13-4-201 and the
comprehensive plan of Memphis pursuant to Joint Ordinance and Resolution Number 2524.
______________________
Jon McCreery, Chairman
______________________
Josh Whitehead, Secretary
______________________
Date
EXHIBIT E

RESOLUTION OF THE
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MEMPHIS AND SHELBY COUNTY
LAND USE CONTROL BOARD
RECOMMENDING THAT THE
MEMPHIS CITY COUNCIL
ADOPT THE MEMPHIS 3.0 PLAN
AS THE GENERAL PLAN FOR THE PYSICAL
DEVELOPMENT OF THE CITY OF MEMPHIS
WHEREAS, Tennessee Code Annotated (“TCA”) Section 13-4-201 states that it is the function and
duty of a municipal planning commission to make and adopt an official general plan for the
physical development of the municipality; and
WHEREAS, TCA Section 13-4-202 provides that a general plan shall be adopted by the municipal
planning commission by resolution; and
WHEREAS, TCA Section 13-4-202 (b) provides that, once a general plan is adopted by the
municipal planning commission by resolution a separate resolution may be prepared
requesting that the legislative body of the municipality adopt the general plan by ordinance;
and
WHEREAS, during its regular meeting on February 14, 2019, the Land Use Control Board
reviewed and approved the Memphis 3.0 Plan; and
WHEREAS, during its regular meeting on February 14, 2019, the Land Use Control Board
determined that the Memphis 3.0 Plan should also be adopted by the Memphis City Council.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the Land Use Control Board does hereby recommend
that the Memphis City Council adopt, by ordinance, the Memphis 3.0 Plan as the general
plan of Memphis.

______________________
Jon McCreery, Chairman
______________________
Josh Whitehead, Secretary
______________________
Date
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PUBLIC COMMENTS
This section of the staff report contains the written correspondence received on this matter. It is
ordered chronologically, from oldest to newest. Please note that each separate correspondence is
separated by a dashed line “(
)” across the page; some of these contain electronic mail
conversations. These conversations are ordered internally from newest to oldest, just as they would
appear on a computer screen.

(posted on Nextdoor):
Started on 1/10

Marlon R., Hunters Hollow Neighborhoods Association

I think as a majority, Shelby County should entire adopt to the 3.0 plan. Memphis needs to build up,
more high rise mixed use developments throughout the metro (Cordova, Collierville, Lakeland,
Millington, etc.) like you see in other cities like Dallas and Atlanta. - Working on the blight/aesthetics
aspect of our metro could be a main focus in order to sell our city to relocating and start up
businesses. People don’t want to move somewhere that seems economically depressed, more
notably the lack of heavy foot traffic at Memphis International and its surrounding areas. - Atrracting
new corporate businesses to the city core. Downtown Memphis (our business card photo) has no tall,
modern looking steel glass structures featured in the skyline besides First Horizon Bank and the
Pyramid. - An Overall Metro Modernization and city planning partnerships with Ikea (decor), FedEx
($1 billion dollar airport expansion), Amazon (new viable companies) could be a topic of discussion if
there are interested parties. Just some suggestions from a proud Memphian! M. Rucker

On Wed, Jan 30, 2019 at 12:57 PM <
no-reply@parastorage.com
> wrote:
You have a new message:
Via:
http://www.memphis3point0.com/
Message Details:
NAME
Scott Henninger
EMAIL
scott.henninger@yahoo.com
SUBJECT
Auto Oriented Business near Residential Zoning Districts
MESSAGE
Stop permitting auto oriented business such as repair shops, junk yards,
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used/new car sales within 500 feet of residential zoning. There are far too many of these
businesses that clutter our city especially along corridors where there is nearby residential
homes. This form of development along with the visual clutter such as trashed vehicles,
parts, chain-link & razor wire fencing, and lack of landscaping bring down the
neighborhoods where they are located. Instead these businesses should be a major target
blight remediation identified in the new Memphis 3.0 Master Plan and should instead be
located in industrial areas or established auto corridors where no residential development
is nearby such as Covington Pike and Mount Morriah. Lamar/Crump, Summer, US 51,
Park Avenue, and several other corridors have been significantly impacted by this type of
inappropriate development that is harming the rest of the corridor and nearby residential.
Sent on:
30 January, 2019
Thank you!

---------- Forwarded message --------From:
Elise McIntosh
<
elisekeen@yahoo.com
>
Date: Sat, Feb 2, 2019 at 12:35 PM
Subject: Boundaries
To: <
info@memphis3point0.com
>
What boundary is 2077 Vollintine? What exactly is the benefit of splitting Vollintine
Evergreen neighborhood? Is it a matter of funding or resources.....more are definitely needed
North of me. I am a neighborhood teacher. I live on the south side of Vollintine. My students
know where I live and wave to me across the street. I don’t want to be seen as the teacher that
lives in the nicer neighborhood across the street. There is enough “us and them”. The diversity
is what I love about this neighborhood.
Thanks,
Elise
Sent from my iPhone

----- Forwarded message --------From:
Debra McMillan
<
yogideb2017@yahoo.com
>
Date: Sat, Feb 2, 2019 at 4:21 AM
Subject: Keep Voluntine-Evergreen unified in one District
To:
info@memphis3point0.com
<
info@memphis3point0.com
>
I'd like to join many of my neighbors in the Voluntine-Evergreen Neighborhood in asking that
you please keep our neighborhood unified in any district designations as you proceed with any
Memphis 3.0 initiatives. Splitting us between the Core and North designations would seriously
undermine a strong sense of neighborhood than many have worked too hard to build and
nurture.
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- Debra McMillan
Long-time V&E Neighborhood
Resident
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
--

From:
Suzanne I Askew
<
siaskew@comcast.net
>
Date: Mon, Feb 4, 2019 at 12:06 PM
Subject: One Neighborhood-One 3.0 District
To: <
info@memphis3point0.com
>
Cc: Mary Wilder <
marywild@comcast.net
>, N. Strong <
vogue231@aol.com
>, RENATE
ROSENTHAL <
renaterosenthal@comcast.net
>, Karen Edwards <
kmkearbey@fedex.com
>,
<
hendrix@rhodes.edu
>, <
lrrains@comcast.net
>
My concerns are:
Our Vollintine Evergreen Community Association (VECA) historic neighborhood-all
volunteer lead—is being cut in half by 3.0 District lines.
Either put us all in one or the other-North or Core.
As it stands now you are segregating us by an artificial line that doesn’t relate to our
neighborhood goals or acknowledge the history and progress we have made through the years
of active citizenship as VECA.
One neighborhood, one 3.0 District.
We’ve asked 3.0 representatives many times in the past and have only gotten blank stares. It’s
time to blink and do the right thing.
We will be living with this plan for 100 years.
We in VECA would like to live as one entity.
Just nudge that District line up or down a little to include us all.
Suzanne I Askew
901-486-1302
/
siaskew@comcast.net

Tue 2/5/2019 1:03 PM
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The UDC is an ordinance and must be followed; if there are examples of that not occurring, please let me
know know.
Josh Whitehead, AICP
Planning Director/Administrator
Memphis and Shelby County
Office of Planning and Development
City Hall, 125 N. Main St., Ste. 476
Memphis, Tennessee 38103
p: (901) 636-6619; f: (901) 636-6603
Visit our website.

From: Dan Spector [mailto:dan@archicast.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2019 12:55 PM
To: Whitehead, Josh <Josh.Whitehead@memphistn.gov>; Zeanah, John <John.Zeanah@memphistn.gov>
Subject: Re: Memphis 3.0

One important thing.. We see that the UDC is not being followed carefully now. More important
than telling me that certain rules are included would be a promise to clamp down on UDC
enforcement.
Dan Spector
Archicast
901 612 7182
dan@archicast.com

On Feb 4, 2019, at 4:22 PM, Whitehead, Josh <Josh.Whitehead@memphistn.gov> wrote:
Thank you for that. The real value in the land use map of Memphis 3.0 is that it provides clarity and
predictability, which can be helpful for both the community and the developers.
For instance, please see the first page of the first attachment. This is the revised land use map for the
Core area. Much of Midtown in shaded in five degrees of orange, from lightest to darkest:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Primarily Single-Unit Neighborhoods
Anchor Neighborhoods – Primarily Single-Unit
Anchor Neighborhoods – Mid of Buildings Types
Anchor Neighborhoods – Urban
Primarily Multifamily Neighborhoods

The second page of the first attachment adds an additional element to this map: “Degree of Change.”
Here, you find that some of Midtown is contained within green circles (“accelerate”) and some within
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blue circles (“sustain”). What does this mean?
Go to the second attachment, particularly pp. 78-82 and the notes under “Form and Location
Characteristics.” Depending on whether an Anchor Neighborhood has been identified as “nurture,”
“sustain” or “accelerate” will affect the kind of land uses that would be permitted within that
neighborhood (note the focus on intersections where such building type already exists and within close
proximity of the anchor itself; anchors are identified on the land use map in purple). And those land
uses would only be permitted if a land use application was filed and then approved.
One final note: just because a land use request is deemed to be consistent with Memphis 3.0, does not
mean it will be or should be approved. That, ultimately, will continue to be hashed out in the public
realm and decided during public land use meetings. The hope here is that there will be fewer surprises.
Josh Whitehead, AICP
Planning Director/Administrator
Memphis and Shelby County
Office of Planning and Development
City Hall, 125 N. Main St., Ste. 476
Memphis, Tennessee 38103
p: (901) 636-6619; f: (901) 636-6603
Visit our website.

From: Dan Spector [mailto:dan@archicast.com]
Sent: Monday, February 04, 2019 3:50 PM
To: Whitehead, Josh <Josh.Whitehead@memphistn.gov>
Subject: Re: Memphis 3.0

Sir,
Thank you for your reasoned reply.
The thing being built on Jefferson looks wildly out of character for the street, but sounds like you
are paying attention and I am grateful for that. I think you grasp the way developers will use any
language.
My earlier comment included (in my mind) saving the greensward and the aquifer.. which are not
in your purview I am sure.
Dan Spector
Archicast
901 612 7182
dan@archicast.com

On Feb 4, 2019, at 3:38 PM, Whitehead, Josh <Josh.Whitehead@memphistn.gov> wrote:
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Mr. Spector:
The primary purpose of the Memphis 3.0 General Plan is to guide future land use decisions and not to
replace the zoning code, the overlays or the zoning map. Most single-family neighborhoods will remain
single-family under Memphis 3.0. In fact, since all land use decisions are required by law to be
consistent with the Memphis 3.0 Plan, most areas in town that are currently single-family will
be less likely to be upzoned to multi-family uses than under the current regime where there is no longrange plan. As for the property on Jefferson, it and most of its block is zoned multi-family. The Memphis
3.0 Plan will not affect similar uses that are permitted as a matter of right in the zoning district.
Similarly, it will have little effect in the historic overlay districts, where all demolitions and new
construction are governed by historic district design guidelines and require approval by the Memphis
Landmarks Commission.
You recently posted the following comment on the Daily News website, “We citizens are sure
spending a lot of time and emotion fighting developers and City Hall. A better government
would not let things go so far and require such effort.”
The Memphis 3.0 Plan does in fact promote a “better government” with respect to land use decision
making because the range of possibilities that a particular property may be developed/redeveloped as
will be greatly reduced. Please see attached pages from the Memphis 3.0 Plan that discusses how the
Memphis 3.0 Plan and current zoning interface.
With that said, I will include your comments in the staff report prepared for this case.
Thank you,
Josh Whitehead, AICP
Planning Director/Administrator
Memphis and Shelby County
Office of Planning and Development
City Hall, 125 N. Main St., Ste. 476
Memphis, Tennessee 38103
p: (901) 636-6619; f: (901) 636-6603
Visit our website.

From: Dan Spector [mailto:dan@archicast.com]
Sent: Monday, February 04, 2019 1:55 PM
To: Whitehead, Josh <Josh.Whitehead@memphistn.gov>
Subject: Memphis 3.0

Sir:
We in the historic preservation movement, trying to save the core city from inappropriate
building by (overly) greedy developers, are very worried by some things in 3.0. It looks like
another overlay, which will help developers ignore the historic overlays we have worked so hard
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for.
For example, they want to put a 6 story apartment building on Poplar at Tucker. The overlay says
3 stories is all they’re allowed. The builders say, But the 3.0 says “Build up, not out.” Who will
the developer-friendly city council listen to? We can’t have competing rules. The developers say
“But the city wants more density.” The city is concerned how old North and South Memphis are
hollowed out - all the closed schools - They should not be focusing on the truly desirable core
neighborhoods, where developers get above-market rents and prices for densification. Go look at
the 3-story horror being built on Jefferson just west of Cooper, what is it doing there? This is
what we’ve been trying to avoid. Put in enough inappropriate projects and - at some unknown
tipping point - the values plunge. Hello, and we’re Nashville.
Dan Spector
Archicast
901 612 7182
dan@archicast.com

---------- Forwarded message --------From:
<
no-reply@parastorage.com
>
Date: Mon, Feb 4, 2019 at 6:27 PM
Subject: New message via your website, from
Briana4691@aol.com
To: <
info@memphis3point0.com
>
You have a new message:
Via:
http://www.memphis3point0.com/
Message Details:
NAME
Briana LANE
EMAIL
Briana4691@aol.com
SUBJECT
VECA being Divided
MESSAGE
On the current Memphis 3.0 Plan, VECA is divided down the middle, causing
potential confusion in the neighborhood and also the potential for one area to be valued
differently than the other. VECA was established to prevent such divisions and encourage
integration. Please seek additional input on this issue and refrain from setting these
divisions in stone.
Sent on:
4 February, 2019
Thank you!
--
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Tue 2/5/2019 10:07 PM
Bob,
Thanks for the comments; and Josh thanks for replying. I wanted to add more explanation to the
statement that VECA has been “sawed in half.” We encountered this issue over a year ago when
we set the planning district boundaries, which as Josh notes, were drawn largely to follow census
tract boundaries. We depend on a good deal of federal Census data to gather information on
population, housing, and transportation statistics, among other things. At that time, we
recognized the split of VECA would be an issue and thus attempted to reconcile the matter in a
couple ways: (1) hiring the Community Association (VECA) as a community involvement
partner for the plan to conduct community outreach; (2) assigning the same planning team to
both the North and Core districts and making clear that VECA should be considered in both; and
(3) scheduling the North and Core district workshop series back-to-back for continuity. Of
course, we couldn’t mitigate all issues that way, but the result was a recommended anchor and
anchor neighborhood for the VECA area that respected the neighborhood area, not bifurcated by
an imaginary line meant solely to help organize a process. The district boundaries have no effect
on the plan’s major focus of anchors nor how the plan is implemented.
All of that said, we are making a few changes in the final plan to respond to your comment and
others that have been raised to this point: (1) Citywide maps, such as the future land use map,
will not have the district boundaries included so it does not appear that yours or any
neighborhood has been bifurcated; (2) the anchor in VECA will be shown on the anchor maps in
both the North and Core district section; and (3) the recommended actions for the anchor in
VECA will be added to both North and Core district sections.
Please let me know if you have any comments or questions. We appreciate your comments and
your patience. The public comment period is open until February 8, 2019.
Thank you,
John
John Zeanah, AICP
Director
Memphis and Shelby County Division of Planning and Development
125 North Main, Suite 468 | Memphis, TN 38103
o: (901) 636-7197

From: Whitehead, Josh
Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2019 3:36 PM
To: Zeanah, John <John.Zeanah@memphistn.gov>
Subject: Fwd: Forwarded 3.0 Observations
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FYI
Josh Whitehead
Begin forwarded message:
From: Bob Rigus <bob@midsouthcal.com>
Date: February 5, 2019 at 3:30:44 PM CST
To: "Whitehead, Josh" <Josh.Whitehead@memphistn.gov>
Subject: RE: Forwarded 3.0 Observations
Josh,
Thanks for your prompt and thoughtful reply. I’m at work and will need some time to look this
through.
Thanks again,
Bob Rigus, Office Manager
Mid-South Calibration
(901)-509-3174

From: Whitehead, Josh <Josh.Whitehead@memphistn.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 5, 2019 2:57:05 PM
To: Bob Rigus
Cc: Zeanah, John
Subject: RE: Forwarded 3.0 Observations
Bob: Please see my responses below.
Thank you,
Josh Whitehead, AICP
Planning Director/Administrator
Memphis and Shelby County
Office of Planning and Development
City Hall, 125 N. Main St., Ste. 476
Memphis, Tennessee 38103
p: (901) 636-6619; f: (901) 636-6603
Visit our website.

From: Bob Rigus [mailto:bob@midsouthcal.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2019 1:53 PM
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To: Whitehead, Josh <Josh.Whitehead@memphistn.gov>
Subject: Forwarded 3.0 Observations
Good Afternoon Josh,
I thought it good to forward you my thoughts on the 3.0 proposal, which have been sent to John
Zeanah, Ashly Cash, Jim Strickland, and to 3.0.
Thanks for your time,
Bob
Good Afternoon,
While there are several things about 3.0 which will have a long term benefit to the city, there are some
points that I must raise objection to:
1.
There are no specifically worded protections for either the National
Historic Districts, or those who currently are protected by Land Mark status.
I do not accept the premise of imagining Memphis a “blank canvas” when
envisioning your proposal. The fact of the matter is, it’s not.
Response: Language has been added to both the Plan (see first attachment) and the Zoning Text
Amendment (“ZTA”) to the Unified Development Code (see below; proposed new language is in bold,
underline; see especially the language in yellow) that will be presented to the Land Use Control Board
next week in conjunction with Memphis 3.0. This proposed language clearly articulates that all zoning
districts and regulations remain, including the overlay districts.
2.

I find the language of the plan ambiguous and contradictory. Whether
this is intentional or not remains to be seen. But it is fair to say that given
the behavior of city government towards all things historic in the last two
years, this is a reasonable assumption. There is a section stating that if an
anchor is removed, then the zoning refers back to previous status. Clearly an
intention to override everything covered by the anchors, including all
Historic and Land Mark designations, as they are not excluded from the
color scheme.

Response: Please see my response above; this is not the case. Zoning remains in effect regardless of
whether an anchor is removed. The primary change that occurs when an anchor is removed is that the
“Anchor Neighborhood” is also removed. The significance of an Anchor Neighborhood being removed is
that the language on pp. 78-80 on the second attachment (as listed at the bottom of the page) is also
removed from that area of town. Anchor Neighborhoods guide future growth; see “Form and Location
Characteristics” on pp. 78-80; for most neighborhoods in the city, this growth is only permitted at
intersections where multi-family already exists and in near proximity to anchors. So, again, if an Anchor
is removed, the Anchor Neighborhood reverts to the default of the neighborhood (see p. 100 of the
second attachment; this is “Primarily Single Unit Neighborhoods” for most of Midtown and the City). But
regardless of whether a neighborhood is classified as an Anchor Neighborhood, a developer would need
to still file a rezoning to obtain a building permit for multi-family uses if the current zoning is single-
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family. Furthermore, if a neighborhood is also in a Historic Overlay, the Landmarks Commission would
have to approve a Certificate of Appropriateness for any demolition and new construction, independent
of any rezoning action by the Land Use Control Board and/or City Council.
3.

The Vollintine Evergreen National Historic District, which has been in
existence since the late ‘70’s, has been neatly sawed in half under the
proposal. The Community Association (VECA) has been in existence for
almost a century, yet these facts have been ignored. So while VECA is (on
one hand) held up as an example to be followed by this government, at the
end of the day, the neighborhood receives this as recompense for their
diligence and effort.

Response: The 14 areas identified in the Memphis 3.0 Plan followed census tracts; I do not believe there
is any great significance to a neighborhood being located in two areas.
As it is now the goal of OPD and the City Council to get 3.0 approved by March, I believe it reasonable to
ask, “why the rush?” I understand that this has been in the works for two years, but there are, in my
humble opinion, serious omissions here which must be addressed. How is it that those who cry the
loudest for density will not raise a family in that situation, and ignore the 4500+ pieces of property now
in the Memphis/Shelby County Land Bank? Development of these properties will provide more stable
community environments, which will far outlast an apartment type development plan. This “density”
plan has not worked for New York, Chicago, Detroit, Baltimore, Cleveland, etc., all of which suffer from
the same problems-high crime, high taxes, pollution, and financial difficulty. Are we to lead Memphis
down the same path while a handful of developers profit from this?
Response: In actuality, Memphis 3.0 may very well result in less density than our current situation where
there is no general plan. The purpose of Memphis 3.0 is to guide density to create more predictability,
for both neighborhoods and developers. It does so by encouraging limited density in most
neighborhoods at intersections where there are already multi-family structures at that particular
intersection and within close proximity of anchors – and only if a rezoning application is made if the
property is not zoned already. This greatly limits the opportunities for developers to file an application
reflecting additional density as it compares to the regulations in place today.
Bob Rigus, President
Vollintine Evergreen Community Association
(870)-278-7976

1.9 CONSISTENCY WITH MEMPHIS 3.0 AND OTHER PLANS TO BE
CONSIDERED
A. All land use decisions pursuant to TCA 13-4-202(b)(2)(B)(iii) shall be consistent with
the Memphis 3.0 General Plan.
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B. Determination of Consistency.
When making land use decisions, the boards and bodies responsible for making such
decisions shall consider all of the following elements of the Memphis 3.0 General Plan
in its determination of consistency:
1. The future land use map;
2. The land use category descriptions and graphic portrayals, including whether
the proposed use is compatible with the zone districts listed in the zoning
notes and the proposed building(s) fit the listed form and location
characteristics;
3. The degree of change map;
4. The degree of change descriptions;
5. The objectives and policies articulated in Goal 1, Complete, Cohesive
Communities; and
6. Any other pertinent sections of the Memphis 3.0 General Plan that address
land use recommendations.
7. When making staff recommendations and when consulting with applicants on
the appropriateness of a particular land use application, the Office of Planning
and Development shall consider all of the sections of the Memphis 3.0 General
Plan cited in Paragraphs 1 through 6 of this Sub-Section in its determination of
consistency.
C. Memphis 3.0 and this Code
The Memphis 3.0 General Plan shall be used to guide land use decisions but not in
any way supplant the regulations of this Code, including but not limited to its Zoning
Map or Overlay Districts. A determination of consistency with Memphis 3.0 shall not
supersede the approval criteria and findings of fact required for individual land use
decisions, as provided in this Code.
D. The following plans shall be considered in any decisions under this development code…

Tue 2/5/2019 11:58 PM
Emily,
Thank you for your comments. Responses are below in red. Please let me know if you have any
questions regarding my responses. We appreciate the comments.
John
John Zeanah, AICP
Director
Memphis and Shelby County Division of Planning and Development
125 North Main, Suite 468 | Memphis, TN 38103
o: (901) 636-7197

From: Emily Taylor Graves [mailto:emilyctaylor@hotmail.com]
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Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2019 11:05 PM
To: Whitehead, Josh <Josh.Whitehead@memphistn.gov>; Zeanah, John
<John.Zeanah@memphistn.gov>; Cash, Ashley <ashley.cash@memphistn.gov>
Cc: Memphis Mayor <Mayor@memphistn.gov>
Subject: Memphis 3.0
Please accept this memo regarding Memphis 3.0. I am a 39-year-old native Memphian (originally
38120, now Central Gardens National Historic District) who chose to return to Memphis with my
husband, chose to establish a medical practice here, and who plans to stay here despite options to
live anywhere.
I support increased density in the city. And most definitely a priority for the city needs to be
improved public transportation, including walkability, bike-ability, etc. The spread of the city and
lack of neighborhood retail/grocery ("food deserts") are an enormous problem.
I do have a few issues with the current plan. First, the "Future Land Use Map" should be labeled
the "Potential Land Use Map", as this should be considered a plan or concept, not something set
in stone, unwavering.
Please see the attached section we drafted to include in the plan to describe and clarify the Future
Land Use Map based on comments such as yours. The Future Land Use Map is considered a
plan, or guide, for land use decisions, transportation decisions, and investment decisions to help
to guide future growth in an orderly, strategic manner. It does not replace or supersede zoning,
overlays, or historic overlays. It is not set in stone or unwavering, and it may be amended from
time-to-time as the plan is considered for update.
More specifically, historic districts should be demonstrated clearly on the map, shown as they are
delineated via streets/existing boundaries, not circles, and not included within the colored circles
of anchors. (Oregon has used an excellent format for city planning based not on circles but on
neighborhoods and transit corridors -- which makes sense, as cities are not a collection of circular
islands.)
In late 2017, the plan process allowed Memphians the chance to provide direction on the type of
growth desired for the future. This phase of the process alone engaged over 2,000 residents in a
process of weighing three potential growth scenarios: following the trend, focusing in the core
and major corridors, and focusing in neighborhood centers. There was a balance of favorable
response for core and neighborhood centers. After further deliberation, the “anchor” concept was
developed as a means of connecting key centers of activity along major corridors and supporting
those centers with a walkable radius of increased density of ¼ mile and ½ mile. This concept is a
widely accepted practice in urban planning and was vetted over the course of nearly a year (from
November 2017-August 2018) in districts across the City in a series of three planning workshops
per district (14 districts in all). This framework is by no means indicating the City is segmented
into a collection of circular islands. Rather, it sets a strategy for focusing growth and activity in
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key centers that are connected by improved streets and public transportation, both of which are
also key elements of the Memphis 3.0 Comprehensive Plan.
The historic neighborhoods and overlays should specifically and with clear verbiage be protected
from changes to their existing codes/ordinances/guidelines/what-have-you, taking precedence
over the anchor circles, in order to protect the fabric and character of the neighborhoods.
The attached section states clearly that the future land use map does not replace zoning, overlays,
or historic overlays. Protections afforded to historic districts through design guidelines and
process through the Memphis Landmarks Commission are unchanged as a result of the
comprehensive plan. This will be stated clearly in both the plan and the UDC.
For example, in the current revision from OPD, there is reference to "remove anchor at Union
and Belvedere and revert back to Midtown overlay" -- this clearly suggests that the anchor circle
takes precedence over the existing Midtown Overlay, which is extremely concerning and will be
used to render the Midtown overlay as useless as the current UDC is in terms of protection and
guidelines.
This change was made based on concerns of representatives from Central Gardens. The statement
in the memo you reference was that the anchor recommended at this location would be removed
and the resulting recommended land use would be in line with what is allowed by the Midtown
Overlay. As stated above, the future land use map does not replace zoning or overlays, and thus
does not render the Midtown Overlay useless. The Midtown Overlay is still the effective zoning
for these areas. However, there is a process by which an applicant may seek to deviate from the
zoning by approval of the Land Use Control Board and City Council. When those applications go
before these decision-making bodies, the future land use plan guides desired land use. Having the
future land use plan in line with the Midtown Overlay strengthens the Overlay, not the opposite.
The "FLUM" shows some neighborhoods (VECA, for instance) being split in half -- this is also
extremely problematic and denies the continuity of a community.
This is a misconception. The “split” that is being observed are district boundaries that were
drawn to organize the planning process. The anchor and anchor neighborhood in VECA is
centered in the neighborhood and exhibits continuity. The district boundaries will be removed
from the future land use map to resolve any confusion as those district lines have no effect on the
plan or its implementation.
Meetings must be held with the neighborhoods and their residents, to gain their input into how
each community will be affected and how they want their community to look/feel. CooperYoung will be different from Hein Park, different from Whitehaven, etc, which is what makes
each neighborhood amazing. The plan shall not allow building types/uses that encroach upon the
present character and zoning and desires of each neighborhood. Most certainly, the "FLUM"
shall not be perceived as a set-in-stone land use map, but as a guideline.
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Over 200 meetings have been held over 2.5 years in the process of developing the plan. The
future land use map was the product of nearly 50 meetings alone in districts across the city (these
were the three-part workshop series in each of the 14 districts I mentioned previously). These
workshops were held in every area of the City and were intended to reflect and hone into the
desires of each area. To your point, to determine the assets of each district and build on those
assets following the anchor strategy. The future land use map was developed respective of the
building types and uses present in communities across the City, but also to reflect new uses that
communities desired. Furthermore, the plan recommends three degrees of change for anchors –
nurture, accelerate, and sustain. The latter – sustain – is prevalent throughout Midtown where
several historic districts are established. This too came as a recommendation from the residents
who participated in the plan workshops for these areas and who, like you, were concerned about
development density in historic areas. The concept for areas of sustain is they are maintained by
limiting density and protecting areas with tools such as historic districts. Finally, as stated
previously, and clarified in the attachment, the future land use map is not intended as “set-instone,” but rather is a guide.
I encourage "Build up, not out" -- but this mantra has already shown itself as an excuse for
developers to present plans which are incongruous with current overlay/character, not
surprisingly in the Midtown area (e.g., Poplar Arts Loft, which is asking for a variance to build a
six-story building instead of the overlay's required three-story maximum, at the entrance to
Overton Park). The Anchor Circles and the concept of "build up, not out" should be more of a
conceptual framework, and must certainly not be described as, codified as, or otherwise
perceived as carte blanche for placing structures otherwise unacceptable to the neighborhood and
not fitting within the current character. To be clear, I am not opposed to development -- I would
love to see apartments with ground-level "engagement" (retail, office, etc.) at the
Poplar/Tucker/Rembert area, for example; but a six-story complex with a ground-floor garage
and a Collierville aesthetic in that location is completely inappropriate for the area.
While we certainly can’t control an individual from repeating the plan’s vision to justify his or
her project, the plan can and does give prescriptive guidance as to what type of development is
encouraged where. This is not an “anything goes” plan, and I think the future land use map is a
primary exhibit of that. Each color on the future land use map relates to a land use type. And
each land use type has a description and recommended characteristics (see attached for an
example). Those characteristics have details that in no way can be construed as carte blanche for
placing structures otherwise unacceptable or ill-fitting with an area. And to be clear, the Poplar
Arts Lofts development is not a product of the Memphis 3.0 plan – it is a developer’s proposal
independent of the plan.
Thank you,
Emily Graves, MD

39

Staff Report
Adoption of Memphis 3.0

February 14, 2019

From: Zeanah, John
Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2019 10:41 AM
To: 'bschrei1@bellsouth.net' <bschrei1@bellsouth.net>
Cc: Memphis Mayor <Mayor@memphistn.gov>; Cash, Ashley <ashley.cash@memphistn.gov>
Subject: RE: Memphis 3.0 - Trains on Poplar
Mr. Schrieber,
We received your comment and appreciate you taking the time to give input. The public
comment period is open until Friday, February 8. We have received a large volume of comments
and staff is working through each one to address. You will receive a response from a staff
member.
Thank you,
John
JOHN ZEANAH, AICP
Director
Memphis and Shelby County Division of Planning and Development

From: Memphis Mayor
Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2019 10:37 AM
To: Zeanah, John <John.Zeanah@memphistn.gov>
Subject: FW: Memphis 3.0 - Trains on Poplar
From: Robert Schreiber [mailto:bschrei1@bellsouth.net]
Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2019 10:17 AM
To: Memphis Mayor <Mayor@memphistn.gov>
Subject: Memphis 3.0 - Trains on Poplar
Mayor Strickland, Below is a suggestion I made to Memphis 3.0 a good while ago. They
requested input - I gave it. They promised a response... I'm holding my breath.
Any suggestions on moving this forward ?
Regards,
Bob Schreiber

Memphis on one of a very few remaining cities which allows freight trains to run through its
center. There are a number of highly compelling arguments for rerouting the Norfolk Southern
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freight trains off Poplar Avenue, from Germantown to west of Highland at least (as well as from
other lines throughout the city as well), and replacing them with light rail combined with hikingbiking trails.
To elaborate:

1.

2.

4.

5.

6.

PUBLIC SAFETY. It is inevitable that a serious train wreck will occur at some time in
the future. In the worst case, if it occurs along with a toxic chemical spill, it could
potentially have long-term consequences.
ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS. A rail bypass, as estimated by TDOT, would remove
250,000 trucks per year from our Memphis highways. This would reduce gasoline use,
pollution, and traffic congestion, with reduced insurance costs, not to count public safety
and less wear and tear on our public roads.
LOST PRODUCTIVITY. The number of trains per day on Poplar alone has increased
in the last decade from about 25 to more than 30 per day. Each train has up to 125 cars,
and takes nearly 10 minutes to clear an intersection. There are 15 affected intersections,
blocked for nowadays up to 3 hours per day. If we assume 75wor cars blocked at each
intersection, and if we also assume 1.5 people earning $15/per hour stopped at each
intersection, then Memphis loses a minimum of $25 million in productivity per year just
waiting for the trains to pass
EASE OF TRANSPORTATION. It would be another major improvement in the
quality of life for Memphis and Germantown if light rail and hiking-biking paths were to
replace the freight trains.
OTHER SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC BENEFITS. Removal of this dividing line
would significantly reduce the discrepancy in real estate prices between north and south
of the tracks, which currently averages about 40 %. At the same time, it would remove a
social barrier, and lead to more cohesion among the citizens of Memphis.

TDOT has already proposed a Long Range Multi Modal Transportation Plan, dated
September, 2002, to bypass Memphis with another new rail line, from northeast Shelby County
directly south to the TN state line, then due west into the newly developed rail yard. The Report
is titled, “Evaluation of Rail Infrastructure Proposals: Memphis Bypass,” in which a feasibility
study was performed, with the goal of estimating the costs of relocating the majority of railroad
activities out of the central Memphis area (not just along Poplar), and using the existing rail
right-of-ways for a proposed light rail system.

TDOT calculated that the construction costs would be about $762 million. The
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estimated annual operation and maintenance costs would be about $63 million. The benefits
calculations were calculated for the freight rail operations only, purposefully omitting all
calculations of the public benefits to Memphis of light-rail transportation in place of freight
trains, stating that these calculations were beyond the scope of their mandate. The study
estimated the annual railroad operations cost differential, and also estimated reductions in annual
highway maintenance costs, annual accident savings, reductions in highway congestion costs,
and lastly, changes in state fees. These total annual benefits, using TDOT’s future value
assumptions, were about $40 million, about two-thirds of the $63 million in costs (again – for the
freight rail operations only).
If we were to add in all the other benefits, this would pay for itself in less than five years. If we
had started this in 2002, we would be well in the black already.

I would urge our civic leaders to advocate this in Memphis 3.0 as well as the Greenprint,
and at every other opportunity which presents itself, so that at the very least we citizens
eventually can sleep through the night without train horns every half-hour.

Robert A. Schreiber
5635 Sycamore Grove Lane
Memphis, TN 38120
Bschrei1@bellsouth.net
901-827-5482

Robert Schreiber is a founder of CommonSense, Inc., an organization devoted to environmental
education and the initiator of the recycling movement, and also is a founder of Greater Memphis
Greenline.

From: Zeanah, John
Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2019 4:30 PM
To: 'N. Strong' <vogue231@aol.com>; Strickland, Jim <Jim.Strickland@memphistn.gov>
Subject: RE: North District, pages 272 - 281
Ms. Strong,
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Thank you for these excellent comments. They will be incorporated into the North District
section as either Actions or in the narrative. Please let me know if you have additional comments.
John
JOHN ZEANAH, AICP
Director
Memphis and Shelby County Division of Planning and Development

From: N. Strong [mailto:vogue231@aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2019 4:22 PM
To: Strickland, Jim <Jim.Strickland@memphistn.gov>; Zeanah, John
<John.Zeanah@memphistn.gov>
Subject: North District, pages 272 - 281
Dear Memphis 3.0 Team,
"The North District has a vacancy rate of 21% and has the capacity to capture 191 new housing units and
55 new households every year for the next five years. Infill and rehabilitation of housing should be a
priority for the district and should include a diverse mix of housing types ranging in affordability."
"In areas where vacancy and blight are widespread, strategic land assembly should occur. With support
from government agencies, the land can be maintained and developed by CDCs or other local nonprofits
in the area and used by the community for purposes such as recreational space until the local real estate
market can support additional private development."
After reading the above sentences in the North District plan and reading through several proposed district
plans, I'm requesting the following sentences/wording be included in the North Memphis section/text. It's
applicable and missing from the recommendations for the North District.
•

Build connections between neighborhoods including collaboration amongst existing neighborhood
associations and government entities.

•

Develop design principles for anchors and key corridors to improve aesthetics of area.

•

Encourage and promote high quality design infill and new construction.

•

Promote quality architecture and good design that promotes quality built homes, buildings, streets,
and public realm.

•

Promote the rehab and adaptive reuse of structures to reference the character of the
neighborhoods in the North Memphis area listed on the Federal National Register.

•

Redevelopment within historic districts should continue to adhere to established historic guidelines
and preserved through the Landmark Commission.

•

If home builders and developers are developing within a historic district, the City should
encourage a high standard of design that can be cost effective but fit within the context of the
neighborhood.
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•

Other adaptive reuse strategies should be determined for closed schools and large, abandoned
buildings.

•

Protect residential neighborhoods from industrial uses with natural buffers.

•

Community members expressed desires to improve pedestrian and cyclist safety along streets
and corridors within the district, especially as it relates to ADA-compliant sidewalks and street
lighting.

•

Aligning programs, resources, and regulations to support affordable housing units in new
development and redevelopment will make sure that North District neighborhoods are affordable
and welcoming for all Memphians regardless of income, race, age, and family type.

•

Support small businesses that serve neighborhood residents.

•

Identify alternate uses for vacant land such as urban forestry, urban agriculture, parks, public,
open space or interim uses.

•

Identifying more productive uses for underutilized areas like vacant lots, parking lots, or
abandoned buildings.

•

Utilize PILOTS and TIF to encourage and incentivize economic development and investment.

•

Redevelopment should be a mix of rehabilitated structures and new construction, with location
preference given within anchors, anchor communities, and near existing assets.

Thank you,
Natasha Strong

From: Zeanah, John
Sent: Monday, February 04, 2019 9:36 PM
To: Robinson, Patrice <patrice.robinson@memphistn.gov>
Cc: Paula Henderson <paulahenderson274@gmail.com>; Cash, Ashley
<ashley.cash@memphistn.gov>; Memphis Mayor <Mayor@memphistn.gov>
Subject: Re: Subject Whitehaven Plan
Thank you. These additional comments will be addressed.
John
JOHN ZEANAH, AICP
Director
Memphis and Shelby County Division of Planning and Development
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On Feb 4, 2019, at 9:29 PM, Robinson, Patrice <patrice.robinson@memphistn.gov> wrote:
FYI - Please accept the following comments also.
Patrice Robinson
Councilwoman, District 3
On Feb 4, 2019, at 6:55 PM, Paula Henderson <paulahenderson274@gmail.com> wrote:
Good afternoon,
Thank you for your emails.
Please also highlight our concerns of the negative impact of low-income / affordable housing and
apartments included in the 3.0 plan for Whitehaven.
On Mon, Feb 4, 2019, 1:45 PM Zeanah, John <John.Zeanah@memphistn.gov wrote:
Ms. Henderson,
Thank you for submitting this comment. The public comment period for the draft plan is open
through Friday, February 8. We will identify ways to ensure your concern is addressed in the
final plan. As you indicate, the planning process has identified the need and desire for market rate
housing and commercial improvements in the district. We want to make sure that is highlighted.
Please let me know if there are additional comments or concerns.
Thank you,
John
JOHN ZEANAH, AICP
Director
Memphis and Shelby County Division of Planning and Development
-----Original Message----From: Robinson, Patrice
Sent: Monday, February 04, 2019 12:49 PM
To: Paula Henderson <paulahenderson274@gmail.com>
Cc: Zeanah, John <John.Zeanah@memphistn.gov>
Subject: Re: Subject Whitehaven Plan
I agree. I shared that we need market rate housing especially for new teachers and new
industry/expansion in District 3.
Patrice Robinson
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Councilwoman, District 3
> On Feb 3, 2019, at 11:08 PM, Paula Henderson <paulahenderson274@gmail.com> wrote:
>
> Members of Whitehaven community strongly disapprove of affordable houses and apartments
that are included in the 3.0 Memphis plan for Whitehaven area. Low income housing is not a
good investment for our community. This will bring more crime to our neighborhoods. The
Peppertree Apartments are a good example of this. There has been several murders at the
Peppertree Apartments in the past year. Low income housing will be a major negative impact on
homeowners in Whitehaven.
>
> The focus for Whitehaven should be bringing more young professionals to the area. This was
stated in our last 3.0 Memphis meeting on January 26, 2019. There is a need of new houses from
$150,000 to $180,000 range, better restaurants and shopping in Whitehaven. The 3.0 Memphis
speaker at the meeting stated statistics shows there is a demand for better housing in the
$150,000 range and higher. Also people are willing to move back to Whitehaven if there are
better housing.
>
> We are requesting this plan to be refused by city of Memphis officials.
>
>
> Thank you,
> Paula Henderson

---------- Forwarded message --------From:
jennifer hyatt
<
jhmetalart@yahoo.com
>
Date: Tue, Feb 5, 2019 at 1:55 PM
Subject: NSNA - Norma Station
To:
info@memphis3point0.com
<
info@memphis3point0.com
>
NSNA opposes any changes in zoning, any changes in land use, and any grants of
variances that would allow multi-family building in the parts of our neighborhood currently
zoned R-6.
Respectfully Submitted,

Jennifer Hyatt
606 S. Graham St.

From: Zeanah, John
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Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2019 1:09 PM
To: 'Debbie Sowell' <debbie@incityrealty.com>; Cash, Ashley <ashley.cash@memphistn.gov>;
Strickland, Jim <Jim.Strickland@memphistn.gov>
Subject: RE: Comments on the 3.0 plan
Good afternoon, Debbie. Thank you for your comments.
The language of the plan does include some rather sweeping statements like “Build Up, Not Out”
and even down to the policy guidance, there are general statements, meant to be long-term in
nature (this is a 20-year plan), that can be broadly interpreted. The plan seeks to set a bold vision
and goals for growth over time, but it also seeks to be strategic on how and where growth is
targeted. To this latter point, there are some rather specific sections of the plan dealing with
future land use. This section of the plan focuses future growth in targeted “anchors,” or centers of
activity where higher density is encouraged, so that growth can be smart and strategic and not on
every popular corner of the City.
I’m sharing with you a new section of the plan that we have developed in response to some
public comments, primarily from individuals who are also concerned about the impact in historic
neighborhoods. It sets the introduction of the future land use section and seeks to answer
succinctly what the land use map is and what it is not. As this section suggests, a primary purpose
of the Memphis 3.0 plan is to guide future land use decisions and not to replace the zoning code,
the overlays, or the zoning map. Similarly, it will have little effect in the historic overlay districts,
where all demolitions and new construction are governed by historic district design guidelines
and require approval by the Memphis Landmarks Commission. In addition to this section, we
have further clarified the characteristics of the land use types on the map so they are less vague
and more direct (see second attachment for an example). Let me know if you have questions on
these.
Finally, you may note one of the statements in the first attachment is the future land use map
guides decisions related to transit. To your point, our team understood the importance of
improving the public transportation system and shifting the focus of transit to a more frequent
system in order to support goals for growth in the City. To that end, the City partnered with
Innovate Memphis and Memphis Area Transit Authority to conduct Transit Vision 3.0 as a
companion plan for improved transit to support the Memphis 3.0 comprehensive plan. That
public transportation plan goes forward hand-in-hand with the comprehensive plan.
Your comments are appreciated and if there are any additional issues you have, or if there is
something specific I can clarify or you recommend we rethink, we would appreciate the followup. The public comment period is open through February 8.
Thank you,
John
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JOHN ZEANAH, AICP
Director
Memphis and Shelby County Division of Planning and Development

From: Debbie Sowell [mailto:debbie@incityrealty.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2019 11:34 AM
To: Zeanah, John <John.Zeanah@memphistn.gov>; Cash, Ashley
<ashley.cash@memphistn.gov>; Strickland, Jim <Jim.Strickland@memphistn.gov>
Subject: Comments on the 3.0 plan
I admire the intent of the 3.0 plan taken by the city. I live in Midtown and while reading the draft feel that
the wording is so very vague, which I understand in some instances why, but feel that our pro-development
and anti- historical council will take it to a whole new level. If I had faith that the council would be fair to
what the people who love our city and historical area are conveying I would not worry. BUT I DO WORRY!
Growing 'up not out" only is not the answer when we can not handle the car traffic and have such a poor
public transportation plan. If Mata can't be funded properly then increasing density will be a huge issue.
Developers are already getting the go ahead with limited parking per unit with the regurgitated "Millennial's
don't want cars so we don't need parking spaces" talk. They have to have cars in this city without, again, a
public transportation plan that works. This is what is needed to move forward with a good 3.0 plan and
investing in our main corridors and not making EVERY popular corner in our city a 5-6 story building or
apartment.
Debbie Sowell
Owner/Broker InCity Realty
p: 901-359-6600 a: 2298 Young Ave
w: www.incityrealty.com

Wed 2/6/2019 11:35 PM

Emily,
Thank you for your comments. They will be added to the staff report along with our responses.
For the sake of simplicity, I have copied your letter into the body of my email below with my
responses in red.
***
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Thank you for giving us the opportunity to review and comment on the public draft of the
Memphis 3.0 Comprehensive Plan and for you and your staff for meeting with us and Midtown
neighborhood leaders on January 16, 2019. We appreciate the changes in the Future Land Use
Map, Land Use Categories Chart and ZTA 19-01 to address some of the issues raised during that
meeting. We also want to make it clear that we are for the objectives of the 3.0 Comprehensive
Plan to reduce dependence on automobile transportation and promote an environment where
walking, bicycling, transit and other alternatives to the automobile are more likely to be
successful.
We believe that the recent past provides evidence that we support residential infill that adds
density especially along our major corridors. At least seven density residential developments are
currently either under construction or in some stage of being planned and approved in Midtown.
Our input on these developments has been to request design changes to promote the walkability
and transit goals of 3.0.
However we remain opposed to the planning districts shown by the Future Land Use Map. These
planning districts extend 1/4 to 1/2 mile into our established Midtown neighborhoods.
Response: For clarification, planning districts were used to organize the planning process across
the City into 14 smaller areas. The Midtown area is part of the Core City planning district. The
1/4 and 1/2 areas you refer to are termed ‘anchor neighborhoods’ or areas within walking
distance of the anchor where increased residential activity in all directions supports the health of
the uses within the anchor, higher frequency transit, more walkable neighborhoods, and contextsensitive transitions from higher density in the anchor to lower density in the surrounding
neighborhoods. Your opposition to this is noted, but please understand this was not picked on a
whim. In late 2017, the plan process allowed Memphians the chance to provide direction on the
type of growth desired for the future. This phase of the process alone engaged over 2,000
residents in a process of weighing three potential growth scenarios: following the trend, focusing
in the core and corridors, and focusing in neighborhood centers. There was a balance of favorable
response for core and neighborhood centers. After further deliberation, the “anchor” concept was
developed as a means of connecting key centers of activity along major corridors and supporting
those centers with a walkable radius of increased density of 1/4 mile and 1/2 mile, context
sensitive to market potential and community priorities by applying one of three degrees of change
– nurture, accelerate, and sustain. The concept of walkable neighborhood and neighborhood
centers is a widely accepted practice in urban planning, particularly the new urbanism movement,
and was vetted over the course of nearly a year (from November 2017-August 2018) in districts
across the City by thousands more Memphians in a series of three planning workshops per
district (14 districts in all). During these workshop series, we contracted with community
organizations, including Midtown Memphis Development Corporation, to assist us with
community outreach to maximize participation in this phase of the process, especially given its
impact on the future land use element of the plan.
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Many of our neighborhoods are currently in a pattern of improvement which we believe would be
disrupted by many of the uses and building forms allowed by the 3.0 Future Land Use Map.
Neighborhoods in Midtown still struggling could be further damaged by the 3.0 planning districts
because they promote rental housing types instead of owner occupancy.
Response: First, most of Midtown is either not part of an anchor neighborhood or part of a
Sustain anchor neighborhood, which limits the mix of building types significantly based on the
land use descriptions. Most of the area of concern is in fact a single unit designation on the land
use map. However, it should be noted that when examining existing land use patterns, Midtown
is home to a wide mix of building types already. In fact, the concept of walkable neighborhood
centers consistent with the anchor focus is probably most prevalent today in Midtown. That was
one of the reasons why the application of Sustain was justified in many areas. Third, the plan
process conducted two market studies at both the city scale and district scale. The findings of
those studies were clear on the growing demand for multi-unit housing types, whether apartments
(which would be more suitable in anchors) or lower density rental types such as duplex, triplex,
or fourplex (more suitable in anchor neighborhoods, but directly adjacent to anchors to provide a
context-sensitive transition from more dense anchors to less dense single family areas).
As we have pointed out in previous discussions, these districts need more study because they
have been drawn with one criteria which is the 1/4 mile to 1/2 mile distance from an anchor or
corridor. We believe that small area plans should be
completed to identify the correct locations for infill residential density before these districts
recommend any land uses. The following studies should be completed as part of these small area
plans:
• existing land uses Response: please see pages 26-27 of the public draft; this information was
also presented to the public on a Citywide scale in a series of public meetings in mid-2017 and at
a district-wide scale during district workshops as part of mapping exercises and part of a district
workbook supplied to each participant.
• existing zoning Response: this information was part of our analysis in producing the future land
use map; this information was also presented to the public on a Citywide scale is a series of
public meetings in mid-2017.
• property conditions Response: please see pages 27-28 of the public draft; this information was
part of our analysis in the district planning process and producing the future land use map; Bluff
City Snapshot data was made available through Neighborhood Preservation Inc.
• property values Response: please see page 28-29 of the public draft; this information was
considered in our analysis for the plan; this information was also presented to the public on a
Citywide scale in a series of public meetings in mid-2017. A land productivity map was also
generated during the process to inform the planning team on infill return-on-investment
opportunities and potential future growth.
We would love to reach a more substantive agreement with you on the content of the 3.0
Comprehensive Plan. However, the deadline for submitting comments is February 6, 2019. We
therefore recommend the following compromise.
50

Staff Report
Adoption of Memphis 3.0

February 14, 2019

• that OPD should make it clear in the 3.0 Plan that the Future Land Use Map and Land Use
Categories chart will not be implemented until the small area plans are completed and adopted.
(existing plans could be updated if needed)
Response: Please see the attached section that has been drafted to add to the plan regarding the
future land use map, especially paragraph 3. This section makes clear that the implementation of
the future land use map, as it relates to land use decisions, is not to supplant zoning or overlays,
but to serve as a guide when applications go before decision-making bodies. Today, there is no
such guide. In addition to this, the future land use plan provides a baseline for land use decisions
that are made as part of a small area planning process. Furthermore, historic guidelines and
process do not change as a result of the comprehensive plan. They remain in effect just as they
are today.
• that the Zoning Text Amendment should be withdrawn or re-written to refer to the small area
plans.
Response: The reference to the Memphis 3.0 General Plan is the appropriate plan reference
pursuant to Tennessee Code. The Memphis 3.0 General Plan may be amended, such as to adopt a
small area plan. At that time, the recommendations of the small area plan amend those of the
General Plan as applicable and thereby accomplish what you are suggesting.
Thank you for your comments and opportunity to meet with some of your members on January
16. We found it to be a productive discussion that led to several positive outcomes. Emily, I
appreciate your willingness to offer the points of compromise. I think our responses offer that
compromise without reversing course on all of the input we received throughout a planning and
public engagement process that lasted over 2 years, involved over 200 meetings, and touched
over 15,000 Memphians through one form or another.
Thank you,
John

John Zeanah, AICP
Director
Memphis and Shelby County Division of Planning and Development
125 North Main, Suite 468 | Memphis, TN 38103
o: (901) 636-7197

From: Emily Cupples [mailto:director@midtownmemphis.org]
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2019 12:38 PM
To: Zeanah, John <John.Zeanah@memphistn.gov>
Subject: Comments Regarding 3.0 Draft
Hi John,
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I hope you are having a good day! I'm emailing you on behalf of Midtown Memphis
Development Corporation.
We have some concerns regarding the drafted plan and would like to formally register these
concerns.

Please find the letter attached.
Thanks,
Emily
-Emily Cupples | Director
Midtown Memphis Development Corporation
66 S. Cooper St., Suite 506
Memphis, TN 38104
901.598.6161
www.midtownmemphis.org
www.facebook.com/MidtownMemphis.MMDC
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Fri 2/8/2019 5:33 PM

Roy,
We certainly understand the concerns and hope we can continue to foster productive dialogue on
how we build our City in a manner that promotes growth and respects our communities. Thank
you for your reply; it is very much appreciated.
John
JOHN ZEANAH, AICP
Director
Memphis and Shelby County Division of Planning and Development

From: Roy Tamboli [mailto:roy@tamboli.com]
Sent: Friday, February 08, 2019 7:28 AM
To: Whitehead, Josh <Josh.Whitehead@memphistn.gov>; Zeanah, John
<John.Zeanah@memphistn.gov>
Subject: thanks
Dear Josh and John,
Thank you both for your detailed responses to my email. There’s a lot to digest there and I
appreciate your thoughtful follow up.
I hope that you were able to understand the concerns I and many others have. What I am hearing
from midtown community leaders at recent neighborhood meetings is that city officials and
administrators continue to bend the rules to favor developers over the desires of the neighbors.
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This is the unanimous perception and it’s largely the result of recent construction in midtown
residential areas.
I don't envy the position this puts you in. While we understand what may be legal and what helps
grow a prosperous city, there is also the need for quality materials, congruent design, historic
considerations and neighborly cooperation.
I think more communication and cooperation will help everyone build a greater city.
Best regards,
Roy
-http://tamboli.com/
Wed 2/6/2019 8:45 PM
Mr. Tamboli,
I saw you also wrote to Mr. Whitehead and that he responded. I wanted to make sure I also wrote
to thank you for your comments, and to share a few points about Memphis 3.0, as well.
First, both the townhouses on Jefferson and the Poplar Art Lofts are developments or proposal
independent of Memphis 3.0. The Memphis 3.0 comprehensive plan had no role and has no role
in recommending or allowing those developments, nor was it consulted. The Memphis 3.0
comprehensive plan does not take effect until after adoption by the Memphis City Council, which
at this time is anticipated for their consideration in April.
Second, the plan agrees with your statement. It’s intent is not simply to replace existing
buildings. In fact, the plan advocates for adaptive reuse of existing and historic buildings. The
plan advocates for focusing activity around existing “anchors,” places like Crosstown, Overton
Square, and Cooper Young. The goal is not to replace, but to support those areas so they may
flourish over time. Finally, the plan advocates for a higher standard of architectural and urban
design and contains several policy recommendations for how we achieve these goals. The plan’s
vision is not “anything goes” or meant to replace existing assets, but rather work toward
achieving a long term plan for building on those assets and sustaining the momentum of our City
in our core and neighborhoods. Please let me know if you have additional comments or
questions. We appreciate your concerns and comments.
John
John Zeanah, AICP
Director
Memphis and Shelby County Division of Planning and Development
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125 North Main, Suite 468 | Memphis, TN 38103
o: (901) 636-7197

Wed 2/6/2019 1:12 PM

Mr. Tamboli: I will include your comments in the staff report that I prepare for the Memphis 3.0 Plan,
but it would not have any effect on the project at Jefferson near Cooper. That block of Jefferson is zoned
for multi-family uses, evidenced by the proliferation of apartment buildings on that block. The project in
question is actually four attached single-family homes, commonly referred to as townhomes. This is
considered a lower use than apartments, which this zoning district permits.
Simply put, Memphis 3.0 will in no way affect the current zoning map or the zoning code. Instead, it will
be used as a guide for future rezonings. In that way, it will provide clarity and predictability, which can
be helpful for both the community and the developers.
For instance, please see the first page of the first attachment. This is the revised land use map for the
Core area. Most of Tucker Jefferson is listed as “Anchor Neighborhood - Mix of Buildings Types”
The second page of the first attachment adds an additional element to this map: “Degree of Change”
(note the lower left corner). Here, you find that Tucker Jefferson is labeled as “Sustain.” So, what does
this mean?
Go to the second attachment, particularly p. 79 and the notes under “Form and Location
Characteristics.” Under the “Nurture/Sustain” category, you will find it says the neighborhood should be
“primarily detached, single-family residences” and that anything more intense than detached, singlefamily should be in close proximity of an anchor (shown on the first attachment as the purple area of
Overton Square) or at intersections where duplexes, triplexes, etc. already exist. So, for properties
zoned single-family or even zoned multi-family but without the requisite lot width or building frontage
(see UDC Sec. 3.7.2 for these regulations; a copy of the UDC is available on our website linked in my
signature line below), a zoning hearing would be required.
I hope this dispels the notion that all of Tucker Jefferson would be automatically eligible for apartment
construction.
Thank you,
Josh Whitehead, AICP
Planning Director/Administrator
Memphis and Shelby County
Office of Planning and Development
City Hall, 125 N. Main St., Ste. 476
Memphis, Tennessee 38103
p: (901) 636-6619; f: (901) 636-6603
Visit our website.
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From: Roy Tamboli [mailto:roy@tamboli.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2019 12:46 PM
To: Whitehead, Josh <Josh.Whitehead@memphistn.gov>
Subject: 3.0 and Midtown

Dear Mr. Whitehead,
My home, for many decades now, is the historic building on the corner of Tucker and Jefferson. I
am an active member of the Tucker Jefferson Neighborhood Association and I am very
supportive of new construction in Midtown and the concept of Up not Out. However, every
neighbor I have spoken to is angry about the new condos on Jefferson near Cooper, now referred
to as The Barn. We don’t like the way this out of scale building was dropped into our
neighborhood without citizen feedback.
We are losing trust in our elected and appointed officials.
Most of my neighbors support the Poplar Art Lofts but many believe they are out of scale for this
particular location and think they should follow the Midtown overlay plan.
Regarding the 3.0 plan, if we are going to replace existing buildings then the neighborhood
consensus needs to be that we are replacing them with something better than what we are taking
down. This means quality materials, creative design and functional parking and traffic design.
We really care about historic integrity and believe that new construction can work beautifully
with the older architecture. We want to add value to our neighborhood with mindful choices that
attract new talented people who may be considering moving to Memphis.
We all desire to improve Midtown and Memphis for the long term rather that for short term
goals.
thanks,
Roy Tamboli
-http://tamboli.com/

---------- Forwarded message --------From:
Leslie Lee
<
lnlee@comcast.net
>
Date: Wed, Feb 6, 2019 at 10:38 AM
Subject: Concern over building height
To: <
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info@memphis3point0.com
>
Thank you for requesting input to the Memphis 3.0 plan. I live in midtown and I’m starting to
see apartment buildings cropping up where homes used to be. While change is inevitable, I am
concerned that your ‘up not out’ tag line will give developers free license to add more and
more stories to apartment building. Midtown retains charm and ambience and I’m already
concerned over 5-6 story new buildings. Going to 10-12 would ruin the character of this part
of town. Please address this issue and limit the ‘up’ part of your plans.
Thank you,
Leslie Lee
Lnlee@comcast.net
Sent from my iPhone
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Wed 2/6/2019 9:05 PM
Brandon,
Thank you for your comments and for taking the time to speak to me by phone today to clarify. I
appreciate the response from ASNA, and will add these to the staff report, along with my
responses below in red.
John
John Zeanah, AICP
Director
Memphis and Shelby County Division of Planning and Development
125 North Main, Suite 468 | Memphis, TN 38103
o: (901) 636-7197

From: Brandon Knisley [mailto:brandon.knisley@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2019 4:06 PM
To: Zeanah, John <John.Zeanah@memphistn.gov>
Cc: Whitehead, Josh <Josh.Whitehead@memphistn.gov>
Subject: Re: Memphis 3.0 - Annesdale-Snowden Neighborhood Association Comments
Attached are our comments on neighborhood association letterhead.
Thank you again for your work.
On Wed, Feb 6, 2019 at 3:58 PM Brandon Knisley <brandon.knisley@gmail.com> wrote:
Dear John:
Thank you for your thoughtful work to create an intentional development plan for
Memphis. As an historic neighborhood that was designed and continues to be stewarded
with purposeful intent, we fully value and support this approach to future Memphis
development.
The Annesdale-Snowden Neighborhood Association proposes two changes to the
Memphis 3.0 Plan.
We propose making the commercial district of Lamar between Central and Bellevue an
Anchor Neighborhood Crossing. This section is situated within three well-established
historic districts (Central Gardens, Annesdale Park, and Annesdale-Snowden) and near
two new multi-unit housing developments. However, the current traffic lanes,
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pedestrian crossings, and traffic signals makes the commercial properties difficult to
access by car or walking.
Moderate attention and investment as proposed for Anchor Neighborhood Crossings
could easily result in increased pedestrian traffic, safer auto traffic, and a more desirable
commercial location for existing and future businesses. As this area is already targeted
for “accelerated” investment in the plan, making this area a Neighborhood Crossing
would capitalize on the existing assets of the surrounding areas.
This is a great suggestion, Brandon. We will add this. I will ask staff to prepare the recommended
anchor map for this area, along with recommendations to add to the district plan following your
comments above. We will send you this to review, likely before the end of the week.
Additionally, the Annesdale-Snowden Neighborhood Association understands that the
Future Land Use Maps do not supersede existing zoning for Landmarks or other existing
overlays. However, we recommend removing residential land use descriptors that
conflict with those existing ordinances in order to avoid confusion and frustration as
developers look to the Memphis 3.0 plan for guidance on investment opportunities.
Please see attached for a section we are adding to the plan to address these comments, and
especially the third paragraph. As I mentioned by phone, the future land use plan guides land use
decisions in two ways: when an application is filed requesting to deviate from zoning and during
the time of small area planning. The future land use map also guide transportation, transit, and
infrastructure investments. One of the key values of the future land use map is its clarity and
predictability in how these resources are invested in Memphis. The absence of a plan is currently
a source of confusion, which the future land use map seeks to remedy. But its clarity is also a
value to neighborhoods.
The added language to the plan (which will also be added to the UDC) makes clear that the
future land use map does not have authority to allow; it is intended as a guide for land use
decisions when those requests come before a decision-making body. Zoning/overlays take
precedent - the land use map is a tool to guide decisions when an applicant seeks to deviate from
the zoning/overlays (i.e., a land use decision). As an example, all of the Annesdale-Snowden
Neighborhood is categorized as Primarily Single-Unit Neighborhood. In this area, if an applicant
proposes a use other than single family detached that does not comply with zoning, staff will
interpret the future land use map and make a finding of plan consistency; in the case of a
proposal for something other than single family detached in Annesdale-Snowden, the use would
be inconsistent with the future land use map. In this way, the future land use map is a guide to
make this determination. Without it, as it is today, there is no similar guide in place.
Furthermore, historic guidelines and process do not change as a result of the comprehensive plan.
They remain in effect just as they are today.
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Please let me know if you have further comments or questions. Thank you again for taking the
time to submit your comment.
Should you have additional questions about our proposal, please contact me directly at
714.269.0716 or brandon.knisley@gmail.com.
Sincerely,
Brandon Knisley
President
Annesdale-Snowden Neighborhood Association

Wed 2/6/2019 4:57 PM
Thank you, June. Your comments will be included in the staff report prepared for this matter.
Please also see my responses below in red.
Josh Whitehead, AICP
Planning Director/Administrator
Memphis and Shelby County
Office of Planning and Development
City Hall, 125 N. Main St., Ste. 476
Memphis, Tennessee 38103
p: (901) 636-6619; f: (901) 636-6603
Visit our website.

From: June West [mailto:jwest@memphisheritage.org]
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2019 3:48 PM
To: Whitehead, Josh <Josh.Whitehead@memphistn.gov>
Subject: FW: Comments on Memphis 3.0, 2116 Jefferson Review.pdf and proposed ZTA
Importance: High
Wednesday, Feb. 6, 2019 3:48pm
Dear Josh,
Please accept this email I sent to Mayor Strickland as a official comment to be submitted in the
LUCB members packets regarding the upcoming vote on the Memphis 3.0 Plan and ZTA at
Memphis' Land Use Control Board meeting to be held February 14th at 10am.
Sincerely
June W. West
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June Waddell West
Executive Director
Memphis Heritage, Inc.
at Howard Hall
2282 Madison Avenue
Memphis, TN 38104
901.272.2727
www.memphisheritage.org
Image Main St., Memphis, TN 1952 from the Newman Collection
Copyright © 2007 Memphis Heritage, Inc./ Mrs. Don Newman.
All rights reserved - available at www.newmansmemphis.org

From: June West [mailto:jwest@memphisheritage.org]
Sent: Wednesday, February 6, 2019 3:42 PM
To: Jim Strickland
Subject: Comments on Memphis 3.0, 2116 Jefferson Review.pdf and proposed ZTA
Importance: High

Wednesday, Feb 6, 2019
Dear Mayor Strickland,
There has been so much discussion about recent reactions and comments to the Memphis
3.0 plan as it is drafted that my mind is swimming.
My first statement to you is this. We support the purpose and goals of the Memphis 3.0
Plan, including increased density in the core city, and an increase in livable neighborhoods
where residents can walk, bike and use other non-automobile transit methods and have
closer access to commercial development.
However, there are still some specifics that are troubling to our historic neighborhoods
even with the edits that were made by the planning team after a meeting on Jan 16th in
Midtown.
We very much appreciate these changes/edits.
I am sure you have reviewed this 400+ document and realize it is not easy to get thru. A
major comment recently being made at several meetings has been "if this plan does not
change present zoning/overlays or allow for different "use of building types" suggested
within the anchor circles, then why is the major document titled Future Land Use Map. It
seems if they renamed this one document it would not be such a threat to our
neighborhoods. Perhaps calling it Future Planning Map for Anchor Areas or something if
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this nature.
Response: The map is entitled “Future Land Use Map” purposely so it guides future land use
decisions by the Land Use Control Board and Memphis City Council. State law requires that
land use decisions be consistent with long range plans, particularly the land use elements of
those plans. Removing the term “land use” from the map would result in Memphis 3.0
providing no guide whatsoever on future land use and nothing from which to measure
“consistency.”
If the title of this document is not able to be changed before the Memphis 3.0 plan is put to
a vote at LUCB and Memphis City Council, the Historic Neighborhood Alliance members
(representing those living in over 16 historic districts) are requesting that, for now, the
boundaries of all designated Historic Neighborhoods (both local Landmarks District and
National Historic Districts) be given no color (shown in white) on this Future Land Use
Map. And noted as such in the accompanying key. These historic districts are designated by
street and address boundaries and not by circles.
Response: For the most part, the future land use map calls on single-family throughout most of
the historic neighborhoods with the introduction of moderate density (largely duplexes,
triplexes and quadplexes) only in close proximity to anchors (ie, major commercial areas) or at
intersections where such a housing type already exists. If the zoning map does not allow that
moderate density, then a rezoning of some sort would need to be filed, followed by a public
hearing. Assuming that rezoning is approved, the project would still need Landmarks
Commission approval if the site is within a locally-designated historic district for both the
demolition of the building on the site (assuming there is one), as well as approval of the new
building in question.
These neighborhoods could be added later to various appropriate use groupings after the
staff of OPD and Comprehensive Planning meet with the Historic Districts representatives
to review the issues that are now disturbing to this important group. I am not suggesting
that the planning staff meet separately with all of these historic neighborhoods but at least
hold 2 to 3 meetings where this specific group of Memphis residents can interact with the
staff about their specific concerns that are now coming to light. I know that John states that
over 16,000 individuals had input into the creation of the plan but the more specific
interpretation of the Future Land Use Map and "building types" designated in Historic
areas did not get a lot of discussion in detail at any of the meetings I attended until very
recently.
I leave you with these comments regarding the plan for a building being built at 2116
Jefferson directly next to a one story bungalow just off of Cooper. (Please see attachment)
It is my understanding that this plan had to go thru OPD for approval. In my opinion this
structure does not meet with the contextual infill design standards required of the present
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UCD. We don't understand why this building was approved in violation of these standards.
We are concerned by the circles on the Future Land Use Map that permit building types
that are not allowed in our neighborhoods by the existing zoning. Since 2116 Jefferson
was approved despite violations of the existing UDC requirements, there is fear similar
development will be allowed in more locations if the Future Land Use Map is approved as
proposed. OPD and Comprehensive Planning are saying that "nothing in the Future Land
Use Map changes usage. zoning or present overlays." However, there is a proposed
zoning text amendment up for approval on the same agenda as the 3.0 plan. This zoning
text amendment states that land use must comply with the 3.0 Plan. In this proposed
zoning text amendment, the "Future Land Use Map" is the first item on the list of
considerations by OPD in reviewing a proposed new development application.
Response: The attached project was indeed submitted to, reviewed and approved by the Office
of Planning and Development. Please note UDC Sec. 3.9.2B(1)(d); this site does not fall under
the Contextual Infill Standards of the Unified Development Code because it is surrounded by
non-single family uses on all but one side. The bungalow you mention is in reality a quadplex.
The properties to the east are a dentist office and an apartment building. With that said, it
meets most provisions of Contextual Infill Standards. Its setback falls between the setbacks of
the property immediately to its west (about 33 feet) and the property immediately to its east
(about 12 feet). In addition, its garages are located along the side facing an alley. Memphis
3.0 would not in any way affect this project. It is permitted by right and is located within a
multi-family zoning district, evidenced by the preponderance of single-family homes on the
block. It adheres to all provisions of the RU-3 multi-family zoning district. It In fact, the project
is much less intense than the zoning district allows; it contains four, attached single-family
homes in a zoning district that permits apartments and quadplexes.
I hope you know I am very grateful to have served on the transition team for planning and
know that your creation of the City's Office of Comprehensive Planning will move us in the
correct direction for the next 50+ years. And I appreciate your allowing me to make these
comments on behalf of Memphis Heritage and our historic neighborhoods.
Sincerely,
June W. West

June Waddell West
Executive Director
Memphis Heritage, Inc.
at Howard Hall
2282 Madison Avenue
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Memphis, TN 38104
901.272.2727
www.memphisheritage.org
Image Main St., Memphis, TN 1952 from the Newman Collection
Copyright © 2007 Memphis Heritage, Inc./ Mrs. Don Newman.
All rights reserved - available at www.newmansmemphis.org

From: June West [mailto:jwest@memphisheritage.org]
Sent: Wednesday, February 6, 2019 12:35 PM
To: 'Emily Graves'
Subject: Emailing - 2116 Jefferson Review.pdf

check this beauty out
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Wed 2/6/2019 5:32 PM
Thank you for your comments, Cathy. I will include them in the staff report I prepare for the Memphis
3.0 Plan. Under Memphis 3.0, Annesdale Park and all other Landmarks Districts will remain historic
zoning overlay districts and the Landmarks Commission will continue to have authority over any
demolitions, improvements, etc.
Josh Whitehead, AICP
Planning Director/Administrator
Memphis and Shelby County
Office of Planning and Development
City Hall, 125 N. Main St., Ste. 476
Memphis, Tennessee 38103
p: (901) 636-6619; f: (901) 636-6603
Visit our website.
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-----Original Message----From: Cathy Winterburn [mailto:cAthywinter@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2019 5:27 PM
To: Whitehead, Josh <Josh.Whitehead@memphistn.gov>
Cc: jwest@memphisheritage.org
Subject: Historic Neighborhoods and 3.0 Plans
Memphis has a rich architectural history, but sometimes significant buildings and neighborhoods have
bulldozed out of sight and remembrance.
Many of the residents of historic neighborhoods worked tirelessly to create a safeguard for their
existence. We created neighborhood associations and worked on a local, state and national level to
protect the historic integrity and legacy for our city. Over many years we have worked with the
Landmarks Commission to ensure proper standards to maintain the historic significance of our
neighborhoods.
Please ensure the 3.0 Memphis plan recognizes and supports historic landmarks preservation!
I think of the Cossitt Library and significant homes on Union Avenue and many others that were
“redeveloped “ or torn down.
We in Annesdale Park request the current standards and support of these by your office be part of the
plan!
Thank you
Cathy Winterburn
Annesdale Park Neighborhood Association

Sent from my iPhone

From: Whitehead, Josh <Josh.Whitehead@memphistn.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, February 6, 2019 6:36:32 PM
To: christina ross
Cc: Zeanah, John
Subject: Re: Comments to the Memphis 3.0 plan

Hey Christina:

Your comments will be included in the staff report that is prepared for this matter, but please
also see my comments below.

Thanks
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Josh Whitehead

From: christina ross <cdross72@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 6, 2019 6:09 PM
To: Whitehead, Josh
Subject: Comments to the Memphis 3.0 plan

Josh,
My name is Christina Ross and I live in the Lea's Woods Historic district. We have lived here for
10 years and also have a home in Copper Young. Historic neighborhoods are very important to
me. More importantly Midtown is very important to me and our family.
I hope that my remarks can still be considered for the Memphis 3.0 plan, even though I may
have missed the deadline today. I have a great respect for the efforts that have gone into
making this plan possible.
But, please consider the following:
•

I would request that all historic districts (local landmarks and national historic) have no
color on the proposed FLUM and this description be added to the color key as such. The
areas of these historic districts should be shown exactly as they are designated by
existing historic district maps. These boundaries are by streets and addresses and not
by circles. Please make sure that the plan's allowing of certain building types within
these historic districts don't encroach and change the fiber, fabric and character of
these historic neighborhoods or the present zoning that is in place now. This map
(FLUM) should not be seen as a land usage map for historic neighborhoods, until there
is direct engagement with property owners in these neighborhoods.

Response: Please see the first attachment which outlines how the Future Land Use Map will be
used. It does not supersede in any way the zoning code (the "UDC"), the zoning map or the
overlay districts. It guides future land use decisions made by the Land Use Control Board and
Memphis City Council but in no way compels those bodies to approve a project just because it
is consistent, Please also see the proposed language to the UDC below, particularly Section
"C." Even if instances where the Land Use Control Board and Memphis City Council approves a
project in a historic overlay district, the proposal would still need final approval by the
Landmarks Commission.
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"Build up not out". I understand this need and that cities for today need density to
survive, but density at what costs? Memphis need to plan for density, with
transportation alternatives along with residential. My concern is that too much density
can become a detriment.

Response: Please see the second attachment, mainly pp. 100 and 72 (as numbered at the
bottom of the page). The Future Land Use Map on p. 100 shows Lees Woods split between two
categories: "Anchor Neighborhoods - Primarily Single Unit" and "Anchor Neighborhood - Mix of
Building Types." Now go to p. 72 to see what these mean. At the bottom of that page, under
"Form and Location characteristics," you will find that in these two types of anchor
neighborhoods, detached single-family homes predominate. And since most (if not all) of Lees
Woods is zoned single-family, any of the limited amount of duplexes, triplexes, etc. called out
in the these Anchor Neighborhoods would require both a rezoning and then approval by the
Landmarks Commission.
•

I am concerned that the UDC isn’t being followed right now, so why say that it and the
overlays are going to be a first line of protection. The new wording from OPD that was
created after the January 16th meeting does not say that "remove anchor at Union and
Belvedere and revert back to Midtown overlay" which indicates midtown overlay is
otherwise overtaken by the anchor circle map. This wording seem to contradict what is
being stated at all recent meetings. The UDC needs to be followed in the historic
districts.

Response: Please let me know the instances where the UDC is not being followed; as an
ordinance, its adherence is mandatory. As for the anchor at Union and Belvedere, its removal
will have no affect on the Midtown Overlay's applicability to the site.
I hope this helps. Thanks again. Josh
Thank you,
Christina Ross

1.9 CONSISTENCY WITH MEMPHIS 3.0 AND OTHER PLANS TO BE CONSIDERED
A. All land use decisions pursuant to TCA 13-4-202(b)(2)(B)(iii) shall be
consistent with the Memphis 3.0 General Plan.
B. Determination of Consistency.
When making land use decisions, the boards and bodies responsible for
making such decisions shall consider all of the following elements of the
Memphis 3.0 General Plan in its determination of consistency:
1. The future land use map;
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2. The land use category descriptions and graphic portrayals, including
whether the proposed use is compatible with the zone districts listed in
the zoning notes and the proposed building(s) fit the listed form and
location characteristics;
3. The degree of change map;
4. The degree of change descriptions;
5. The objectives and policies articulated in Goal 1, Complete, Cohesive
Communities; and
6. Any other pertinent sections of the Memphis 3.0 General Plan that
address land use recommendations.
7. When making staff recommendations and when consulting with
applicants on the appropriateness of a particular land use application,
the Office of Planning and Development shall consider all of the
sections of the Memphis 3.0 General Plan cited in Paragraphs 1 through
6 of this Sub-Section in its determination of consistency.
C. Memphis 3.0 and this Code
The Memphis 3.0 General Plan shall be used to guide land use decisions but
not in any way supplant the regulations of this Code, including but not limited
to its Zoning Map or Overlay Districts. A determination of consistency with
Memphis 3.0 shall not supersede the approval criteria and findings of fact
required for individual land use decisions, as provided in this Code.
D. The following plans shall be considered in any decisions under this development
code…

Wed 2/6/2019 6:42 PM

Sheree:
Please see a few images that I hope on incorporating onto my website at some date in the
future. I will dig around and see if I can find some more!
On Memphis 3.0, see the fourth attachment which outlines how the Future Land Use Map will
be used. It does not supersede in any way the zoning code (the "UDC"), the zoning map or the
overlay districts. It guides future land use decisions made by the Land Use Control Board and
Memphis City Council but in no way compels those bodies to approve a project just because it
is consistent, Please also see the proposed language to the UDC below, particularly Section
"C." Even if instances where the Land Use Control Board and Memphis City Council approves a
project in a historic overlay district, the proposal would still need final approval by the
Landmarks Commission.
I hope this clarifies how the Cooper Young Historic Overlay and Midtown Overlay would remain
in effect. Please let me know if you have any other questions or concerns.
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Thank you,
Josh Whitehead
1.9 CONSISTENCY WITH MEMPHIS 3.0 AND OTHER PLANS TO BE CONSIDERED
A. All land use decisions pursuant to TCA 13-4-202(b)(2)(B)(iii) shall be
consistent with the Memphis 3.0 General Plan.
B. Determination of Consistency.
When making land use decisions, the boards and bodies responsible for
making such decisions shall consider all of the following elements of the
Memphis 3.0 General Plan in its determination of consistency:
1. The future land use map;
2. The land use category descriptions and graphic portrayals, including
whether the proposed use is compatible with the zone districts listed in
the zoning notes and the proposed building(s) fit the listed form and
location characteristics;
3. The degree of change map;
4. The degree of change descriptions;
5. The objectives and policies articulated in Goal 1, Complete, Cohesive
Communities; and
6. Any other pertinent sections of the Memphis 3.0 General Plan that
address land use recommendations.
7. When making staff recommendations and when consulting with
applicants on the appropriateness of a particular land use application,
the Office of Planning and Development shall consider all of the
sections of the Memphis 3.0 General Plan cited in Paragraphs 1 through
6 of this Sub-Section in its determination of consistency.
C. Memphis 3.0 and this Code
The Memphis 3.0 General Plan shall be used to guide land use decisions but
not in any way supplant the regulations of this Code, including but not limited
to its Zoning Map or Overlay Districts. A determination of consistency with
Memphis 3.0 shall not supersede the approval criteria and findings of fact
required for individual land use decisions, as provided in this Code.
D. The following plans shall be considered in any decisions under this development
code…

From: Sheree Stubblefield <sheree@cooperyoung.org>
Sent: Wednesday, February 6, 2019 5:59 PM
To: Whitehead, Josh
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Subject: Cooper-Young Community Association

Hey Josh! Two things.
Of course, I want to express the CYCA's concern for the Midtown Overlay with Memphis 3.0
and the desire we have to ensure that the Overlay will be respected and variances to this plan
will be limited with future development in CY.
The other thing is that I know you have an interest in the history of Memphis and I have
looked through your photo website. I am trying to find old photos of Cooper-Young and I didn't
see many on your website. Would you have any unpublished photos from years past of CY or
any resources you could provide? I have checked Dig Memphis. Thanks for you help (in both
matters)!

--

Sheree Stubblefield / Community Engagement & Marketing Director
sheree@cooperyoung.org / 281.216.2298

Cooper Young Office
901.292.2722
2298 Young Ave
Memphis, TN 38104
cooperyoung.org

Wed 2/6/2019 8:31 PM

Rev. Clay,
Thank you for your comments. They will be reflected in the staff report, along with my
comments below in red. Please do not hesitate to let me know if you have additional concerns.
John Zeanah, AICP
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Director
Memphis and Shelby County Division of Planning and Development
125 North Main, Suite 468 | Memphis, TN 38103
o: (901) 636-7197

From: opd@cj3.net [mailto:opd@cj3.net]
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2019 6:06 PM
To: Zeanah, John <John.Zeanah@memphistn.gov>; Ashely.cash@memphistn.gov
Cc: Memphis Mayor <Mayor@memphistn.gov>
Subject: Memphis 3.0 and Zoning Text Amendment 2019
Importance: High
John and Ashley,
I want to thank you for all of your work and help on Memphis 3.0 and the zoning text
amendment. I support the purpose and goals of the Memphis 3.0 Plan, including increased
density in the core city, and an increase in livable neighborhoods where residents can walk, bike
and use other non-automobile transit methods, and have closer access to commercial
development.
At the same time, my concerns are weighing heavily enough to motivate me to write this email, a
first for me. I live in Midtown in the Central Gardens historic district where I am a neighborhood
leader, I work in the Medical District, and my wife and I own a business in Midtown.
I appreciate your addition of a clarifying point in the ZTA regarding the intersection of the 3.0
plan and the historic and overlay areas, specifically the proposed 1.9.C. For me, it does not read
the way that you explained it, so I am asking the wording be changed to one of the following or
similar, giving the amendment consistency with your stated intent and the existing wording in the
UDC:
If the zoning atlas shows a property in an overlay district or within a historic overlay, those
regulations and guidelines must first be followed before applying those in the Memphis 3.0 plan
or on the Future Land Use map.
or
The regulations and guidelines for overlay districts and historic overlays take precedence over
those in the Memphis 3.0 plan or on the Future Land Use map.
Response: The ZTA currently reads as proposed: “The Memphis 3.0 General Plan shall be used
to guide land use decisions but not in any way supplant the regulations of this Code, including
but not limited to its Zoning Map or Overlay Districts. A determination of consistency with
Memphis 3.0 shall not supersede the approval criteria and findings of fact required for individual
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land use decisions, as provided in this Code.” In addition to this revision to the ZTA, we have
drafted the attached section to the plan to introduce and clarify the intent of the future land use
map and its effect. Specifically, please see the third paragraph:
“It is important to understand what the Future Land Use Map is not. The Future Land Use Map
does not replace or change zoning. The Future Land Use Map does not have the authority to
allow the uses shown to be built by-right; it guides. Only the zoning code (the Unified
Development Code or UDC) and decision-making bodies such as the Memphis City Council,
Memphis and Shelby County Land Use Control Board, Memphis and Shelby County Board of
Adjustment, and Memphis Landmarks Commission can allow uses to be built. In those instances
where a request goes before one of these bodies, the Future Land Use Map is a guide for the
decisions made.”
I believe this additional text addresses the concern you have raised, but please let me know if you
see otherwise.
I also ask that the colored areas surrounding anchors be removed from the areas of the Future
Land Use map that have either a historic district or Midtown Overlay involvement thus
indicating that these district and overlay guidelines have precedence until the small area plans
can be created and confirmed with residents and other stakeholders before implementation.
Response: I’ll refer back to my last statement. The added language to the plan and ZTA makes
clear that the future land use map does not have authority to allow; it is intended as a guide for
land use decisions when those requests come before a decision-making body. Zoning/overlays
does take precedent - the land use map is a tool to guide decisions when an applicant seeks to
deviate from the zoning/overlays (i.e., a land use decision). As an example, the vast majority of
Central Gardens is categorized as Anchor Neighborhood – Primarily Single Unit and Primarily
Single-Unit Neighborhood. In these areas, if an applicant proposes a use other than single family
detached that does not comply with zoning, staff will interpret the future land use map and make
a finding of plan consistency; in the vast majority of cases in Central Gardens, the use would be
inconsistent with the future land use map. In this way, the future land use map is a guide to make
this determination. Without it, as it is today, there is no similar guide in place. Furthermore,
historic guidelines and process do not change as a result of the comprehensive plan. They remain
in effect just as they are today.
Please let me know if you have further comments or questions. Thank you again for taking the
time to submit your comment.
Thank you again for your time and work,
Rev. Chip Clay
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Thu 2/7/2019 2:38 PM
Gordon,
Thank you for your comments. They will be included in the staff report along with my responses
below in red.
John
JOHN ZEANAH, AICP
Director
Memphis and Shelby County Division of Planning and Development

From: Gordon Alexander [mailto:carlstebbins@msn.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 07, 2019 9:46 AM
To: Zeanah, John <John.Zeanah@memphistn.gov>; Cash, Ashley
<ashley.cash@memphistn.gov>
Cc: Memphis Mayor <Mayor@memphistn.gov>; Strickland, Jim
<Jim.Strickland@memphistn.gov>
Subject: Memphis 3.0
Memphis 3.0 can be a valuable tool in determining that future
development in our city goes forward without drastically redefining
the unique features that make our city a desirable destination for
new residents, but some language in the current draft is written in a
way that is vague, and does not sufficiently define future goals and
priorities.
Midtown residents have reason to be wary after seeing variances
from the Midtown Overlay and UDC recommended by OPD, granted
by LUCB and BOA and affirmative votes by our City Council in which
several neighborhoods' historic status
has been ignored. These decisions were unwise and should never
have taken place.
Response: Please see the attached section that has been drafted to add to the plan regarding the
future land use map, especially paragraph 3. This section makes clear that the implementation of
the future land use map, as it relates to land use decisions, is not to supplant zoning or overlays,
but to serve as a guide when applications go before decision-making bodies. Today, there is no
such guide. Historic guidelines and process do not change as a result of the comprehensive plan.
They remain in effect just as they are today. We agree and appreciate the comment that the
comprehensive plan can be a valuable tool to determine whether future development is
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compatible. Hopefully, the attached section we are adding to the plan to address comments such
as yours will address some of these concerns.
Our neighborhoods are bounded by streets, so we believe that local
historic districts should be uncolored on the Future Land Use Map in
3.0 and that boundaries and streets not be coded on the map as
circles. but as street/grid/corridors. The Landmarks Commission
cannot control land usage so strong, unequivocal language is needed
in the Memphis 3.0 draft that goes before LUCB and City Council to
reassert the authority of the Overlays in this city and not encroach
upon local historic districts. Too many times we have seen
developers use mere semantics to weave their way up, over and
around the stated protections upon which we rely.
If indeed the Overlays are the standards by which we measure our
progress here in Memphis, then please state that fact plainly in the
final draft of Memphis 3.0.
Response: The added language to the plan attached makes clear that the future land use map does
not have authority to allow; it is intended as a guide for land use decisions when those requests
come before a decision-making body. Zoning/overlays take precedent - the land use map is a tool
to guide decisions when an applicant seeks to deviate from the zoning/overlays (i.e., a land use
decision). As an example, much of Midtown is categorized as Anchor Neighborhood – Primarily
Single-Unit or Primarily Single-Unit Neighborhood. In these areas, if an applicant proposes a use
that does not comply with zoning, part of the land use decision process is an interpretation by
staff of the future land use map. In these areas, a proposal for something other than single family
detached would most likely be inconsistent with the future land use map. In this way, the future
land use map is a guide to make this determination. Without it, as it is today, there is no similar
guide in place. Language similar to that which is described in the attached is also part of the ZTA
being submitted for consideration along with the Memphis 3.0 comprehensive plan.

Many of us worry that, in a frantic race to catch up with Nashville's
tremendous growth, the powers that be are more interested in new
development that generates higher property taxes, not smart, urban
planning that will stand the test of time. Just take a look around and
marvel at the iconic structures that have been re-purposed in this
city - The Tennessee Brewery, The Chisca Hotel, the 19th Century
Club, the revival of Clayborn Temple, The Standard Life Insurance
Building and The William Ellis & Sons Ironworks and Machine
Shop, among others. While Nashville demolishes Art Deco buildings
in its quest to become the state's "big, new city", Memphians take
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an abandoned one million square-foot Art Deco structure, invest
$200 million, create a vertical, urban village and call it Crosstown
Concourse. Allow this new plan to be known as "Memphis 3.0", not
"Nashville 3.0".
Vision and creative thinking, that is the pathway to greatness.
We want, need and support new growth and development but we
want to see it executed in a manner that creates vibrant, new spaces
that are pedestrian and bicycle-friendly, increase our tax base but at
the same time both respects and reflects the character and
architectural integrity of our neighborhoods. They are not mutually
exclusive.
Response: I think you will find this is already the spirit of the Memphis 3.0 plan. It is not an
“anything goes” plan; and it does not advocate for simply replacing existing buildings. In fact,
the plan does advocate for adaptive reuse of existing and historic buildings. The plan does
advocate for focusing activity around existing “anchors,” places like Crosstown, Overton Square,
and Cooper Young. The goal is not to replace, but to support those areas so they may flourish
over time. Building new may be part of how these areas flourish to a degree, but the plan
encourages the character of existing community assets to be promoted. The goals and objectives
of the plan speak to some of the same points you are making.
The influx of investors in Midtown, fueled by our preservation of
Overton Square back in 2010, has been both a blessing as well as a
plague. Greedy developers have begun to populate Midtown with
multiple "tall, skinny" houses on lots originally intended for onefamily residences and their construction continues as we speak,
disfiguring our neighborhoods in a way that is downright shameful.
I am attaching a photo of one such monstrosity at 2008 Vinton
Avenue, as well as a picture of another home which represents the
original structures. As you can see, it is in stark contrast to the small
bungalows that have lined that street for decades.
OPD's Planners, as well as the board members of LUCB, BOA and City
Council members have allowed these structures to be built when we
all know, if they were proposed in the neighborhoods in which they
themselves reside, these shoddy attempts at good architecture
would never see the light of day. Be fair, be consistent.
Response: We understand there have been isolated instances where contextual infill standards in
the UDC were not properly followed. We have identified ways to improve education and
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enforcement so that the contextual infill standards are applied where they apply. There is also a
recommended policy in the Memphis 3.0 plan related to this (please see 1.2.4 on page 131 of the
public draft).
We agree that density is needed in Midtown as well as other areas
and the motto of "Build up, not out" is a good start, but we needn't
be in a rush to create density for density's sake. We are currently
negotiating with a developer who plans to demolish the existing
buildings at Tucker and Poplar and put up a new development called
Poplar Art Lofts that is too large for the quiet neighborhood that
surrounds it. Naturally, he is asking for several variances from code
for his 6-story building, whose design is not appropriate for Midtown
and doesn't belong in an area populated by 2-story structures.
These are battles that we fight every day here and elsewhere and we
need and deserve a code of conduct that is comprehensive and
equitable.
Response: While we certainly can’t control an individual from repeating the plan’s vision to
justify his or her project, the plan can and does give prescriptive guidance as to what type of
development is encouraged where. This is not an “anything goes” plan, and I think the future
land use map is a primary exhibit of that. Just for the record, the Memphis 3.0 comprehensive
plan had no role and has no role in recommending or allowing this development. The Memphis
3.0 comprehensive plan does not take effect until after adoption by the Memphis City Council,
which at this time is anticipated for their consideration in April.
These are just a few thoughts and suggestions I truly believe need
to be considered as Memphis 3.0 moves forward and I would hope
you will consider them in a careful and thoughtful manner.
Response: Your comments are appreciated, Gordon. I hope the information I have provided,
including the attachment, addresses many of the concerns you have about the plan. Please let me
know if you have further questions or comments.

Sincerely yours,
Gordon Alexander,
Midtown Action Coalition
179 S. Rembert St.
38104
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Thu 2/7/2019 3:28 PM
Ms. Justice,
Thank you for your comments. They will be added to the staff report for Memphis 3.0.
Please see the attached section we drafted to add to the plan that addresses your concerns. Similar language
has been added to the proposed amendment to the Unified Development Code to state that the Memphis
3.0 plan does not replace or supersede zoning or overlays, including historic overlays. Historic guidelines
and process do not change as a result of the comprehensive plan. They remain in effect just as they are
today.
Please let me know if you have additional comments or questions.
Thank you,
John
JOHN ZEANAH, AICP
Director
Memphis and Shelby County Division of Planning and Development

From: Candace C Justice (ccjustic) [mailto:ccjustic@memphis.edu]
Sent: Thursday, February 07, 2019 3:17 PM
To: Zeanah, John <John.Zeanah@memphistn.gov>
Cc: Memphis Mayor <Mayor@memphistn.gov>; Strickland, Jim <Jim.Strickland@memphistn.gov>
Subject: Memphis 3.0
Dear Mr. Zeanah,
I want to urge you to formulate the language in Memphis 3.0 in a way that protects historical structures in
our neighborhood. I am not against development — I just want smart development that respects the
historical nature of older neighborhoods. Please make this a priority.
Sincerely,
Candy Justice
1701 York Avenue
Memphis 38104

Thu 2/7/2019 10:24 PM

Ms. Stark,
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Thank you for your comments. They will be added to the Memphis 3.0 staff report along with the
following responses in red.
John Zeanah, AICP
Director
Memphis and Shelby County Division of Planning and Development
125 North Main, Suite 468 | Memphis, TN 38103
o: (901) 636-7197

From: Laurie Stark [mailto:lsstark@bellsouth.net]
Sent: Thursday, February 07, 2019 5:46 PM
To: Zeanah, John <John.Zeanah@memphistn.gov>; Cash, Ashley
<ashley.cash@memphistn.gov>
Cc: Memphis Mayor <Mayor@memphistn.gov>; Strickland, Jim
<Jim.Strickland@memphistn.gov>
Subject: memphis 3.0 Plan
Memphis 3.0 may be a good idea, but the language in the current draft is too vague. Midtown has
already allowed too many variances from the midtown overlay.
Response: Please see the attached section of the plan that we have added to address comments
such as this. This section states clearly the role of the Memphis 3.0 comprehensive plan. It does
not replace or supersede zoning or overlays. This language is also being added to the amendment
to the UDC for consideration along with the plan.
I live on Lee Place in the Tucker Jefferson neighborhood which is bound by Cooper, Madison,
McLean and Poplar which has mostly single family one story homes, duplexes and two story
apartment buildings. There is a new hideous construction at 2116 Jefferson (I have attached a
photo) that is a three story four unit condo that was constructed on a lot that had a single family
or duplex home. It looks nothing like the rest of the neighborhood and never should have been
allowed to be built there. To build on a street that has mostly one story single family homes is an
injustice to the nearby residents. No one knew before it was built that there would be a three
story construction there. If this is what the Memphis 3.0 plan is going to allow, midtown
residents do not want this. It will destroy the look in our neighborhoods. Before anything like
this is allowed to be built, the neighbors should have some input.
Response: The townhouse development on Jefferson you cite was permitted as a by-right use
under the UDC and Midtown Overlay. While Memphis 3.0 would not have in any way affected
this project, it was done independent of the Memphis 3.0 plan. The Memphis 3.0 comprehensive
plan had no role in recommending or allowing this development given that the plan does not take
effect until after adoption by the Memphis City Council, which at this time is anticipated for
consideration in April.
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Does this Memphis 3.0 plan allow that or do developers have the right to get variances and do
whatever they want to do to make more money and not care at all what residents think?
Response: As stated in the attachment, the Memphis 3.0 comprehensive plan does not have
authority to allow; it is intended as a guide for land use decisions when those requests come
before a decision-making body. Zoning/overlays take precedent - the land use map is a tool to
guide decisions when an applicant seeks to deviate from the zoning/overlays (i.e., a land use
decision).
These new “tall, skinny” structures look nothing like the rest of the neighborhood. I heard the
property directly across the street at 2115 Jefferson has been bought, and that there is a proposed
subdivision plan right now for that property which would allow the same type of construction to
go there. If this is allowed, our whole neighborhood’s look will change- It is not fair for
developers, who don’t care about what the area will look like, to come in and change our streets
for their profit. This has already happened in the Cooper Young neighborhood. I am all for
growth and development but not if this new development doesn’t respect the character and
architectural integrity of the area. No need for three story buildings on residential streets that
currently have one story homes. Please change the wording in this plan to prevent variances like
this one from happening again.
Response: As stated previously, the Jefferson development you cite was allowed by-right in
accordance with the UDC and Midtown Overlay. This development was done independent of the
Memphis 3.0 plan. The Memphis 3.0 comprehensive plan had no role in recommending or
allowing this development given that the plan does not take effect until after adoption.
There is already discussion about a six story building on Poplar at Tucker which also doesn’t fit
into the character of the neighborhoods around there. It is too tall and too large for that spot. It
will add more traffic to Rembert and Tucker. Rembert is already a one lane street because of the
parking from the residents of that street. It will definitely hurt their property values to have a six
story apartment building with 100 units. There are only two story buildings in that area.
Response: Like the Jefferson development, this proposal is independent of the Memphis 3.0 plan.
The Memphis 3.0 comprehensive plan has had no role in the review of this proposal given the
plan does not take effect until after adoption.

Please do not ruin midtown. I have lived here for 35 years since I moved back, and I grew up in
midtown until I left for college. Midtown is a unique and wonderful place to live because of the
character of the homes. PLEASE don’t ruin our neighborhoods.
Response: The Memphis 3.0 plan is not an “anything goes” plan; and it does not advocate for
simply replacing existing buildings. The plan does advocate for focusing activity around existing
“anchors,” assets like Crosstown, Overton Square, and Cooper Young in Midtown. The goal is
not to replace, but to support those areas so they may flourish over time. Building new may be
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part of how these areas flourish to a degree, but the plan encourages the character of existing
community assets to be promoted.

Thank you,
Laurie Stark
2081 Lee Place
Memphis TN 38104
lsstark@bellsouth.net

Thu 2/7/2019 10:26 PM
Thank you for your comments. They will be included in the staff report for the Memphis 3.0
plan.
John Zeanah, AICP
Director
Memphis and Shelby County Division of Planning and Development
125 North Main, Suite 468 | Memphis, TN 38103
o: (901) 636-7197

From: forblueskies04@aol.com [mailto:forblueskies04@aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 07, 2019 2:32 PM
To: Zeanah, John <John.Zeanah@memphistn.gov>; Cash, Ashley
<ashley.cash@memphistn.gov>; Memphis Mayor <Mayor@memphistn.gov>; Strickland, Jim
<Jim.Strickland@memphistn.gov>
Subject: Memphis 3.0
I will get right to the point. Preservationists have eloquently made the case that the
hideously-designed tall-skinnies and other abominations in Midtown have to stop; ditto
the putting 3-4 houses on lots built for only one family dwelling, the horrible infill.
Development is great. Density is great. But greedy developers, backed by corrupt
politicians, will not stand in this community.
Many of us have reached the point of utter frustration, watching the boards appointed
and charged with protecting architectural standards in historic neighborhoods approve
nearly every hideous design asking for an exception to the rules, the overlay, and good
ole common sense.
I applaud the Midtown Action Coalition's letter.
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dialogue does not ensure on this issue, that there are many of us who will take to the
streets to protest, erect signs in front of the tall-skinnies and other abominable new
buildings, and wage a media campaign in every way imaginable.
This destruction of our heritage in the name of greedy development has to stop. A lot
of us are watching and fighting for our neighborhoods.
Cary Schwartz

Fri 2/8/2019 11:20 AM
Mr. Russell,
Thank you for your comments. They will be added to the staff report for Memphis 3.0 along with
my response.
Please see the attached section that has been drafted to add to the plan regarding the future land
use map, especially paragraph 3. This section makes clear that the implementation of the future
land use map, as it relates to land use decisions, is not to supplant zoning or overlays, but to serve
as a guide when applications go before decision-making bodies. Today, there is no such guide.
Historic guidelines and process do not change as a result of the comprehensive plan. They remain
in effect just as they are today.
Memphis 3.0 is not an “anything goes” plan; and it does not advocate for density at any cost. The
future land use map is a primary example of that. The plan does advocate for focusing activity
around existing “anchors,” places like Crosstown, Overton Square, and Cooper Young. The goal
is not to replace, but to support those areas so they may flourish over time. Building new may be
part of how these areas flourish to a degree, but the plan encourages the character of existing
community assets to be promoted.
Thank you,
John
JOHN ZEANAH, AICP
Director
Memphis and Shelby County Division of Planning and Development

From: richard russell [mailto:royalavenueslim@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, February 08, 2019 10:42 AM
To: Zeanah, John <John.Zeanah@memphistn.gov>; Cash, Ashley
<ashley.cash@memphistn.gov>; Strickland, Jim <Jim.Strickland@memphistn.gov>
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Subject: Memphis 3.0
To all concerned,
The Future Land Use Map in the Memphis 3.0 presentation appears to disregard important Historic
District zoning. Existing and future Landmark's Districts are vital to Memphis culture and I am concerned
that this map with it's circles, in some instances breaking up these districts will be detrimental to the
character of our city by encouraging incompatible projects and architecture in these areas.
I applaud the efforts of Memphis 3.0 and appreciate it's potential to improve our city, however we cannot
allow past progress in historic preservation to be diminished by the desire for density at any cost.
Richard Russell
2357 Circle Avenue
Memphis 38112
Lea's Woods Historic District

From the Issue V of Storyboard Memphis (February 2019):
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Fri 2/8/2019 9:33 PM
Thank you, Mark. Your comments will be included in the staff report for Memphis 3.0. We
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appreciate your support.
John Zeanah, AICP
Director
Memphis and Shelby County Division of Planning and Development
125 North Main, Suite 468 | Memphis, TN 38103
o: (901) 636-7197

From: Mark Fleischer [mailto:markf@storyboardmemphis.com]
Sent: Friday, February 08, 2019 6:04 PM
To: info@memphis3point0.com
Cc: Zeanah, John <John.Zeanah@memphistn.gov>; Whitehead, Josh
<Josh.Whitehead@memphistn.gov>; Cash, Ashley <ashley.cash@memphistn.gov>
Subject: Support for 3.0
The Memphis 3.0 Comprehensive Plan Is A Good Fit For Memphis
In late 2005 the Bring New Orleans Back Commission developed a city plan that on paper would
have addressed the long-term recovery of a city devastated by Hurricane Katrina. However in
what became known as the infamous “green dot” plan - that on a map placed green, future landuse dots on long-established neighborhoods - the commission made two critical errors in
developing the plan: one, it failed to take into account generations of New Orleanians already
invested in rebuilding their neighborhoods; and two, the commissioners did not adequately
engage with the public at large.
Numerous studies have shown the importance neighborhoods have on our psyches and sense of
identity. And here in Memphis, we love our neighborhoods. Shabby or chic, rich or poor,
suburban or urban, our neighborhoods speak as much to our character as to our soul.
The Mayor’s Memphis 3.0 team understood this as they embarked two and a half years ago on
the city’s first plan since 1981. And, as if to borrow the missing page out of New Orleans’ failed
playbook, they sought to gather as much public input as possible, holding community meetings
and accumulating data from all corners of the city.
Only recently have city planners so thoroughly engaged the public in its planning process.
Philadelphia, El Paso, and Norfolk, Virginia were noteworthy in the last ten years in taking
public input steps as supported by the National League of Cities. Conversely, back in the days of
New York’s famed and infamous master planner Robert Moses, cities assembled experts to
develop plans that in the 1950s were mostly about paving the way for the oncoming automobile
tidal wave.
Many great neighborhoods were bulldozed in the years that followed, displacing generations of
mostly minority and immigrant families, and leading to suburban sprawl.
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City planners have learned from those past mistakes, and in recognizing our needs here in
Memphis – to reduce sprawl and build the core city back up – the 3.0 team understood the need
to balance build-up with sustaining our core residential neighborhoods.
Essential to that balance has been continued citizen engagement, and the 3.0 team has been
diligent - and vigilant - in their efforts to use the current public comment period to make any
necessary adjustments to the plan. This built-in period so far has been working as designed,
allowing the team to make revisions based on input from leadership in key, core districts before
the draft is finalized.
As someone who been actively involved and engaged with the draft process for weeks, I have
seen first-hand the efforts of the 3.0 team. Their diligent work should be commended. They have
replied to countless emails, fielded phone calls of support and concern, and have presented and
engaged in community meeting discussions since the beginning of January.
With that, they have made numerous adjustments and improvements to the plan based on the
community feedback. For Midtown alone, they have made changes and clarifications that have
only made the plan clearer in intent and interpretation.
There have been concerns in recent weeks by some in Midtown who have misinterpreted the plan
as a threat to historic neighborhoods. In response, the team has gone above and beyond the call of
duty to help explain how the plan actually strengthens the zoning protections already afforded
Midtown’s historic districts under the Memphis Landmarks Commission.
As the plan reads, “The Memphis 3.0 General Plan shall be used to guide land use decisions but
not in any way supplant the regulations of this (Unified Development) Code, including but not
limited to its Zoning Map or Overlay Districts.”
The color-coding and perhaps some of the naming conventions of the Future Land Use Map in
the 3.0 plan may have confused some. However, the map is clearly described in the
accompanying draft materials, designating current and future land use areas around various city
and neighborhood anchor types within 5-, 10-, or 15-minute walking distances. In response to the
concerns expressed by some Midtowners, the OPD and the 3.0 team have further clarified what
the Land Use map is not: it is not a map that dictates changes to existing zoning, including those
for our overlay and historic districts. Rather, it is intended as a guide for where infrastructure,
transportation and development investment might be directed. Also, areas such as those in
already-vibrant parts of Midtown are designated as a “sustain” - that is, a level of change that is
recommended accordingly: “Support maintenance and preservation in places that are stable.”
Any residents who may have had concerns should feel added reassurance that historic districts
are mentioned explicitly in the plan. The plan, once approved, becomes an ordinance recognized
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and consistent with Tennessee State Annotated code.
Due in large part to the city-public engagement of the planning process, and the solid foundations
of the plan itself, we will have a new plan that not only addresses our city’s need to build up, but
is directly responsive to the city, and historic neighborhoods, it serves.
As publisher and chief editor of StoryBoard Memphis, as current Vice President of Central
Gardens, as an engaged member of the Midtown community, and as an active participant in the
draft-revision process, I wholeheartedly endorse the Memphis 3.0 Comprehensive Plan as
something long overdue and a good fit for our city. It will encourage strategic growth and
investment where needed, and protect stable and already-vibrant neighborhoods. Its time has
come.
Mark Fleischer

-Mark Fleischer, Publisher and Editor
StoryBoard Memphis
markf@storyboardmemphis.com
901-570-3966
902 S. Cooper, Memphis 38104
storyboardmemphis.com
Instagram @storyboardmemphis

From:
joyful21st
<
joyful21st@aol.com
>
Date: Fri, Feb 8, 2019 at 10:47 AM
Subject: from Nancy Deal
To: <
info@memphis3point0.com
>
Good morning.
I found it interesting that the plan has the largest Neighborhood Association
in the city
(Colonial Acres)
was
included with UDistrict of which we are not a part. We like them, though! Colonial Acres was recently
named #6 out of 20 of the best neighborhoods in the country for housing and amenities.
I am also concerned that our single family residential neighborhood could end up with greater density
than we would like. We've seen it happen some already. I know you talk about building "up" and not "out"
but what we and other neighborhoods are seeing is building "back". You often cannot see it because it's
tucked away but it adds density nonetheless. Recently BOA allowed a variance to build 4 additional
homes on a property and there is one coming up this month to build a 525 square foot house behind an
1100 square foot house. There is also one that was built in Normal Station without requesting a variance
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although the owner is seeking a variance after the fact. The structure looks like something you would see
in a home goods store parking lot as a storage building.
I do hope the designated historical neighborhoods and overlays will remain untouched without specific
input from the people who live there. If they cannot protect their areas, I am concerned that other
neighborhood would be fighting a losing battle.
The time spent on the plan is appreciated. I did look at all 400+ pages but it will take a while to really
study it.
Thank you for your consideration.
Nancy Deal
1082 Marcia Road
Memphis, TN 38117
(901)685-3252

-- Forwarded message --------From:
Raushanah Morgan
<
Morgan.Raushanah@powercentercdc.org
>
Date: Fri, Feb 8, 2019 at 3:47 PM
Subject: Memphis 3.0 Comments from the Power Center CDC
To: <
info@memphis3point0.com
>
Thank you Ashley and team for coordinating such a large scale effort to include the
community’s voice in our city’s future.
Please see the attached comments from the Power Center CDC for your thoughtful
consideration.
Respectfully,

Raushanah Morgan
Interim Director
Office: 901-333-6805
Email:
Morgan.Raushanah@powercentercdc.org
--
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Fri 2/8/2019 9:43 PM

June,
Thank you for your comments. They will be added to the staff report along with our responses
below in red.
JOHN ZEANAH, AICP
Director
Memphis and Shelby County Division of Planning and Development

From: June West [mailto:jwest@memphisheritage.org]
Sent: Thursday, February 07, 2019 11:51 PM
To: Zeanah, John <John.Zeanah@memphistn.gov>; Cash, Ashley
<ashley.cash@memphistn.gov>
Cc: McGowen, Doug <Doug.McGowen@memphistn.gov>; Strickland, Jim
<Jim.Strickland@memphistn.gov>
Subject: Memphis Heritage comments on Memphis 3.0
Importance: High
Thursday, Feb 7, 2019
Comments on behalf of Memphis Heritage on Memphis 3.0.
While we support the purpose and goals of the Memphis 3.0 Plan, including increased
density in the core city, and an increase in livable neighborhoods where residents can walk,
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bike and use other non-automobile transit methods and have closer access to commercial
development, there are some specifics that are troubling to us as an historic preservation
advocacy and educational agency.
An important question asked at several recent meetings was, "if this plan does not
change/impact present zoning/overlays or allow for different use of building types suggested
within the anchor circles, then why is the major document titled "Future Land Use Map?" It
seems that the present version of Memphis 3.0 plans to use this map to introduce and
encourage very different building types than are presently in our historic neighborhoods.
These various building types are included/suggested within the circles around the
designated anchors.

Response: Please see attachment; the purpose of the land use recommendations of the Memphis
3.0 Plan, particularly its Future Land Use Map, is to guide future, individual land use decisions.
It does not change present zoning or overlays; it provides direction when property owners wish to
change their zoning or request waivers from the zoning regulations that apply to their property,
such as requests processed through OPD for rezonings and planned developments. The added
language to the plan attached makes clear that the future land use map does not have authority to
allow; it is intended as a guide for land use decisions when those requests come before a
decision-making body. Zoning/overlays take precedent - the land use map is a tool to guide
decisions when an applicant seeks to deviate from the zoning/overlays (i.e., a land use decision).
As an example, much of the area in local landmarks districts is categorized as Anchor
Neighborhood – Primarily Single-Unit or Primarily Single-Unit Neighborhood. In these areas, if
an applicant proposes a use that does not comply with zoning, part of the land use decision
process is an interpretation by staff of the future land use map. In these areas, a proposal for
something other than single family detached would most likely be inconsistent with the future
land use map. In this way, the future land use map is a guide to make this determination. Without
it, as it is today, there is no similar guide in place.
Memphis Heritage would request that, for now, the boundaries of all designated Historic
Neighborhoods (both local Landmarks District and National Historic Districts) be given no
color (shown in white) on the "Future Land Use Map". And also noted as such in the
accompanying key. These historic districts are designated by street and address boundaries
and not by circles. The 1/4 and 1/2 mile circles around the anchors go deep into these
residential historic areas. Suggested building types could be added later to various
appropriate use groupings after meetings are held with the Historic Districts representatives
to review these issues of concern. Even with the thousands of people that the plan states
had input into its creation, these specific definitions and concerns surrounding the "Future
Land Use Map" and "building types" designated in Historic areas did not get detailed
translation or discussion at any of the meetings we attended until very recently.

Response: In most instances, the historic neighborhoods are highlighted as either “anchor
neighborhoods primarily single unit” or “primarily single unit neighborhoods.” There are some
instances where historic areas are labeled “anchor neighborhoods – mix of building types.” In
the updated “Form and Location characteristics” revised following our meeting on January 16,
the plan recommends only certain non-single family housing types and only at intersections
where such housing types already exist, within very close proximity to the anchors or along
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major roadways. And that would only occur after the rezoning is reviewed by the Land Use
Control Board and approved by the City Council. For those properties in the Landmarks
Districts, the Landmarks Commission would then have to approve any demolition that would be
required, as well as the design of the building(s) replacing it.
On several occasions over the last year, plans were approved by OPD in the Cooper Young
Historic District that allowed the development of multiple extremely tall houses with front in
drive garages that do not meet with the contextual infill design standards required by the
present Unified Development Code. Because of the approval of this sort of inappropriate
building type in an established neighborhood there are concerns about how the areas within
the circles (around the anchors) on the "Future Land Use Map" will permit building types
that are not allowed in our historic neighborhoods by existing zoning rules and overlays.
This is also a concern of our neighbors that live in National Historic Districts that are
moving toward applying for Local Landmarks status and overlay protection.

Response: The Division of Planning and Development is actually working on integrating the
residential permitting processes of one of its departments, the Office of Construction Code
Enforcement (“OCCE”) with the zoning expertise of one of its other departments, the Office of
Planning and Development (“OPD”), located some twelve miles away. A key element of this
integration will be greater emphasis on ensuring the contextual infill design standards of the
Unified Development Code are enforced on single-family homes, which are not typically
processed by OPD unless they are located within Landmarks Districts. This will involve cloudbased permitting software used by both departments which should be coming online within the
year. As that process takes shape, Deputy Administrator Brett Ragsdale, a licensed architect who
was hired about two months ago, is already assisting OCCE on this endeavor. Speaking very
specifically on the tall houses with front garages, it appears UDC Sec. 3.9.1C which allows them
provided they are set back from the front door, was being interpreted independent of Sec. 3.9.2H,
which prohibits front-facing garages unless they predominate the block. We understand there
have been isolated instances where contextual infill standards in the UDC were not properly
followed. We have identified ways to improve education and enforcement so that the contextual
infill standards are applied where they apply. There is also a recommended policy in the
Memphis 3.0 plan related to this (please see 1.2.4 on page 131 of the public draft).

It also needs to be mentioned that the wording in the proposed Zoning Text Amendment up
for approval on the same agenda as the Memphis 3.0 plan states that the Land Use Control
Board and the Memphis City Council "must" comply with the 3.0 Plan that contains the
"Future Land Use Map" as part of the plan. This ZTA causes more concern for our historic
districts that may not be protected by historic overlays at this time. The proposed zoning
text amendment mentions the "Future Land Use Map" as the first item on the list of
considerations by OPD in reviewing a proposed new development application and therefore
implies that building types allowed on the "Future Land Use Map" will be allowed in any of
these districts.

Response: Please see the proposed Sec. 1.9 to the Unified Development Code on pp. 3-4 of the
staff report prepared for next week’s Land Use Control Board below. Note especially proposed
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Sub-Section 1.9C; just because a zoning request is consistent does not mean it receives automatic
approval. Going back to the Planned Development example, the findings of fact of the Code for
Planned Development would still apply. If those findings are not met, the project should be
rejected notwithstanding its consistency.
http://www.shelbycountytn.gov/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/Item/6563
We appreciate the opportunity to make these important comments about the proposed
Memphis 3.0 plan for our City and hope that Memphis' authenticity will not give way to
development for development sake.
Thank you

June Waddell West
Executive Director
Memphis Heritage, Inc.
at Howard Hall
2282 Madison Avenue
Memphis, TN 38104
901.272.2727
www.memphisheritage.org
Image Main St., Memphis, TN 1952 from the Newman Collection
Copyright © 2007 Memphis Heritage, Inc./ Mrs. Don Newman.
All rights reserved - available at www.newmansmemphis.org
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