OAK RIDGE MUNICIPAL PLANNING COMMISSION
November 2018
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA
Municipal Building Court Room
Thursday November 15, 2018
5:30 p.m.
1. Roll Call
2. Approval of Agenda
3. Approval of Minutes
• Special Called Business Meeting November 5, 2018
4. Consent Agenda
• November Bond Report
5. Business Items
a. Main Street Oak Ridge PUD Amendment – 10 Parcels: 3.00, 3.04-3.06, 3.08-3.13, Tax Map 99L,
Group A. Modification to eliminate multifamily and add retail commercial uses
b. 320 Robertsville Road – Parcel 025.00, Tax Map 099P, Group C: Rezoning Request, R-2 to UB-2
c. 715and 723 Emory Valley Road – Parcels 8.00 and 10.00, Tax Map 100G, Group A: Rezoning
Request, IND-1 to O-2
d. Preserve at Clinch River – New Table II
e. Preserve at Clinch River – 3 Parcels: Tax Map 039 A, Group E, Parcels 1.00 and 2.01 and Tax Map
039A, Group A, Parcel 21.00 Master Plan and Subarea D Plan Amendment, Marina Lot Type
Change
f. Main Street Apartments – Parcel 2.00, Tax Map 99N, Group B Preliminary and Final Master
PUD Plan
g. Zoning Ordinance Section 9.04 – Text Amendment, Traditional Neighborhood Developments
h. Zoning Ordinance Article II and Sections 6.02, 7.02, 7.04, and 11.02 – Text Amendment,
Mixed Use Developments
6. Reports
• City Blueprint: Wayne Blasius
• City Council: Jim Dodson
• TSAB: Jane Shelton
• Staff Report
7. Adjournment

Schedule of Upcoming Meetings
Business Work Session:
Regular Business Meeting:

December 13, 2018; Training Room; 5:30pm
December 20, 2018; Court Room; 5:30pm

UNAPPROVED
OAK RIDGE MUNICIPAL PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES

Meeting Date: November 5, 2018
Call to Order: The Special Called Business meeting of the Oak Ridge Municipal Planning Commission
(Planning Commission) was held in the Municipal Building, Oak Ridge, TN on November 5, 2018. The
meeting convened at 5:30 p.m. with Mr. Whitson presiding.

Members in Attendance: Jim Dodson, Charles Hensley, Sharon Kohler, Claudia Lever, Patrick
McMillan, Zabrina Minor Gregg, Jane Shelton, Benjamin Stephens, H. Stephen Whitson, Todd
Wilson and Staff Representatives – Nathalie Schmidt, Jennifer Williams, and Wayne Blasius
Members not in Attendance: All present.
Visitors/Others: see attendance sheet
Approval of Agenda: Motion by Mr. Dodson for approval of the agenda. The motion was seconded
by Mr. Hensley and passed unanimously.

Approval of Minutes: Motion by Ms. Kohler to approve the October 18, 2018 regular business
meeting minutes. The motion was seconded by Ms. Lever and passed unanimously.

Business Items:
1. Harbour Point PUD – Preliminary Master Plan – off of Edgemoor Road.
Jennifer Williams presented the staff report. The proposed Harbour Pointe PUD included 124
multifamily lots, 186 single family lots, and 58.4 acres of open space, including some trails and
greenway facilities. The proposal amended the Centennial Village PUD adopted in 2009. Ms.
Williams stated that specifically before the Planning Commission for a vote was the rezoning
of the proposal’s residential areas to R-2 PUD, approval of this Preliminary Master Plan, an
amendment to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan for the residential area to M Medium
Density Residential, and a request for a variance to allow 3,000 sq. ft. multi-family lots. Staff
explained that there was one change to the proposal in the Planning Commissioner’s packets.
The applicant had requested that a portion of the property along Edgemoor Road remain
zoned B-2. The applicant had provided an exhibit showing the area to remain B-2.
Staff’s recommendation was approval contingent upon staff comments including:
•
•
•

Provide an updated Preliminary Master Plan incorporating the attached zoning exhibit.
Show a legend and parcel numbers for lots in Harbour Pointe A and Harbour Pointe B.
Update the phase list on page one of the attached drawing. It currently lists Phases 1, 3,

•
•
•
•
•

and 4.
Label sidewalks and their locations.
Consider requiring a 20-foot front setback.
A new/revised Traffic Impact Study will be required prior to the approval of a Final
Master Plan for Harbour Pointe C and Harbour Pointe D.
Consider a buffer between the development and the golf course.
Represent all existing electrical easements and facilities on the Preliminary Master Plan.

A motion for approval was made by Ms. Minor Gregg. The motion was seconded by Mr. Wilson.
Applicant representative Kathryn Baldwin came forward to address the Commission. She described the
proposal, mentioning that the original Centennial Village Apartments were approved for approximately
330 apartments, but only around 225 were built. She also stated that Harbour Pointe’s A and B were
proposed to be single family attached, which was being retained, however the R-2 zoning district was
sought to get all residential property under one zoning designation. She stated that the 425,000 sq. ft.
of commercial retail development that was approved as part of the Commons in the 2009 PUD does not
appear viable. Based on grades and market considerations, the applicant had proposed single family
detached homes for what was once the Commons area. Ms. Baldwin stated that the applicant thinks
the project is in a great area due to the access to boating, biking, and the Arboretum.
Ms. Baldwin went on to describe the existing conditions in Harbour Pointe A and B. She stated that
Harbour Pointe B is actually a platted subdivision that was designed to be duplexes and up to quads.
Harbour Pointe A was looked at as single family, but based on grades, she believed that the density
would be better served by doing attached dwellings, and possibly less of them. Ms. Baldwin described
the mass grading done by the previous developer on the slope, creating something that looks like a
sagging, green carpet. She stated that the site has been stabilized by redirecting water run-off to the
west, but the extent of stability could not be certain until engineers re-evaluate it.
Ms. Baldwin explained the request to retain some B-2 zoning within Harbour Pointe C. Everything in
that area was zoned B-2 in 2009, with some use limitations. The current applicant plans to retain those
use restrictions. Ms. Baldwin explained that the buildable area shown in the provided B-2 exhibit would
allow for a small building and parking underneath the TVA easement. That would allow the possibility of
a convenience store with gas service, providing a real asset to the area.
Ms. Shelton submitted written concern regarding the absence of a fire station that is needed to serve
the Edgemoor and South Melton Lake area. Ms. Shelton submitted that she would like to see space set
aside for a fire station. Also, some minimal retail space might be a good idea.
Ms. Baldwin explained that there would be no zoning issues for a fire station as this is allowable in all
zoning districts. She explained that as the developer’s representative she could not commit to the
construction of a fire station, but commented that the City had been looking for a location for a fire
station in this area. Mr. McMillan stated that he recalled there being an issue where, in Harbour Pointe
B, there was no way for the fire trucks to turn around. Ms. Baldwin stated that Harbour Pointe B was
built to city standards and that the turn-arounds should not be an issue. She also stated that prior to

proceeding with development, the Public Works department would have to provide a punch list for
areas where the built conditions do not meet the design conditions, camera the water lines and sewer
lines, and certify that all the electrical and conduit is intact and transformers are operational.
Ms. Baldwin commented on the buffer separating the golf course and Harbour Pointe B. She stated
that the applicant was concerned with the request for the 20ft setback and how that will work with
buffer requirement given that the lots are shallow. Given the grade change in that area, she was not
certain that the buffer will serve the intended purpose or have much impact.
Ms. Baldwin referenced Public Works’ request for increased front setbacks so that a car parked in a
driveway would not block the sidewalk. She was concerned that some of the lots were very shallow and
to enforce a 20 ft. setback might be too much to attain, especially in Harbour Pointe B. Mr. Blasius
suggested to retain the existing 10’ front setbacks with the stipulation that any structures with front
facing garages retain the 20 ft. setback to the garage face.
A motion to amend the original motion to require a 20 ft. setback only for forward facing garages was
made by Ms. Minor-Gregg and seconded by Mr. Hensley. The motion passed unanimously.
A motion to amend the original motion to require a vegetated buffer between Harbour Pointe B and
the Golf Course to be considered during the Final PUD Master Plan approval process was made by Ms.
Minor Gregg and seconded by Mr. Hensley. The motion passed unanimously.
Staff was asked to repeat the original motion with amendments. Staff stated that a motion had been
made to approve the rezoning request and Preliminary PUD Master Plan subject to staff comments
with the provision that a 20-foot front setback will only be required for street-facing garages and a
buffer between Harbour Pointe B and the Golf Course will be considered during the Final PUD Master
Plan approval process.
The motion passed unanimously.
A motion to approve the Comprehensive Land Use Plan amendment to classify the proposed Harbour
Pointe PUD area to M Medium Density Residential with the exception of the area south of the
centerline of the TVA easement parallel to Edgemoor Road was made by Ms. Kohler and seconded by
Mr. Dodson. The motion passed unanimously.

Adjournment: The meeting was adjourned at 6:25 p.m.

___________________________________

___________________________

Chairman
Oak Ridge Municipal Planning Commission

Date of Approval

STAFF STATUS ON BONDS –NOVEMBER 2018
ORIGININAL BOND AMOUNT IN PARENTHESES ()
NEW BONDS OR CHANGES IN BOND
SUBDIVISION OR
ORIGINAL &
BOND EXPIRATION DATES
RESUBDIVISION
PRESENT
AND NO. OF EXTENSIONS
BOND AMOUNT
Rarity Ridge, Phase 7, Subarea “G”, “I”,
and “K”.
New Owners
Completion of Infrastructure
Rarity Ridge, Phase 7, Subarea “G”
Completion of Infrastructure

($1,793,506.00)
LOC #TFTS-966135

Original bond Nov. 2, 2016

($1,151,156)
$460,462 (40%)

Annual Renewal
(New owners)
Original bond June 13, 2006
Reduced June 19, 2007

Rarity Ridge, Phase 7, Subarea “I”
Completion of Infrastructure

($1,679,294), 6/06
$661,325 (40%)

Original bond June 13, 2006
Reduced June 19, 2007

Rarity Ridge, Phase 7, Subarea “K”
Completion of Infrastructure

($1,472,838), 6/06
$671,717 (40%)

Original bond 11/25/08
Reduced June 19, 2007

($3,664,666),
$1465,866 (40%)
COR has a lien on property
($1,568,858)
Reduced Bond to
$627,543.00(40%) waiting for
LOC from bank
($225,000)
LOC #835

Original bond Nov. 2, 2006

Rarity Oaks, Phase I
Completion of Infrastructure
Crossroads at Wolf Creek
Completion of Infrastructure

Groves Park Commons, Phase 1A
Completion of Infrastructure
Centennial Village, Phase 2A
Completion of Infrastructure
(Did not renewal bond)
Centennial Village, Harbour Pointe,
Phase B (First Volunteer Bank)
Completion of Infrastructure
Centennial Bluff, Phase I
Centennial Bluff, Phase II
Completion of Infrastructure
Lot 6 (Block 19CL) Resubdivision,
Country Club Estates
Completion of sewer lateral
Lot 8 “E”(Block 17CL) Resubdivision,
Brisbane Road, Completion of sewer and
water laterals
Resubdivision of Lots 17 and 2 (Block
18CJ) (Completion of sewer lateral)
Lots 4 and 5 Resubdivision, Westwood
Section 1B (Completion of water lateral)
R & R Enterprises, Parcels 505 and
585.07 (OR Turnpike & Fairbanks)
Completion of water and sewer laterals
SMB Group LLC
Resubdivision of Lot 10, Blk. 19BZ
Completion of water and sewer laterals

Original bond Feb. 2009
2/2017 Annual Renewal
Original bond Sept. 15, 2008

($82,440)

Original bond Nov. 20, 2008

($154,850)
LOC#377

Original bond 11/25/08
January 16, 2019

($830,000) Ins. bond
332,000 (40%)

Original bond Dec. 18, 2008
Reduced Nov. 1 2017 Annual Renewal

(2,500) 6/4/06
Cash
($7,500) 1/11/05
Letter of Credit

1/11/2013 Annual Renewal

($1,000) 10/5/04
COD
($1,500) 9/24/03
Cash

($15,000) 8/8/07
Letter of Credit
($1,500) 6/29/09
Cash

8/2012 Annual Renewal

Heritage Center ED-5 East
Resubdivision of Lot 2 into 2 & 3
Installation of 6”sewer lateral
Heritage Center ED-8B & ED-9B
Resubdivision of Lot 1.13(ED-8B) with
ED-9B into ED-8B-1 and ED-9B-1
Installation of 1” water lateral to serve
ED-9B-1 and recording of waterline
easement from DOE/Heritage Center to
the COR
Heritage Center ED-8D
Resubdivision of ED-8D into ED-8D1,
ED-8D2 and ED-8D3
Installation of 2” water main to serve ED8D2 and ED-8D1.
TN Oak Ridge Rutgers, LLC.
Resubdivision of Parcel 485.07 into eight
(8) new lots and abandon one lot.
Tax Map 099L A 003.00 and 099L A
036.00. Installation of water and sewer to
3 lots.
Land Disturbance Bond
R & R Enterprises, Parcels 255, 257 and
Tract 54 Blk.17CJ (OR Turnpike &
Dresden Road )
Utility separation of common sewer
lateral for Tract 54 and resubd. portion of
Tract 54 into Parcel 257
Land Disturbance Bond

Cash bond $2,500.00 posted on
2/25/15

Feb. 25, 2015

$2,500.00 Nov. 29, 2011
Cash

Nov. 29, 2012

$3,025.00 May 31, 2012
Cashier’s Check

May 31, 2013

$60,000.00 January 28, 2016
Insurance Bond
WARRANTY BOND 3 Yrs for
Wilson St., Main East and West
Street $80,000.00 w/ legal
department
$30,000.00 Phase 1 (LDB)
Insurance Bond 7/5/2016
($12,500.00) 6/8/2018
(18,000.00 Land Disturbance)
Insurance Bond

Posted on 11/13/17

7/5/2016

6/8/2019 Annual Renewal

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT MEMORANDUM
18-55

Date:

10/16/18

Property Owner:

First United Methodist Church

Location:

320 Robertsville Road (099P C 025.00, Block/Lot 15BX/64)

Zoning Request:

Zoning change from R-2 Low-Density Residential District to UB-2
Unified General Business District.

Approximate Area:

4.44 acres

Existing Land Use:

Church

Adjacent Land Uses & Zoning:
North: R-2 MDO/G

Greenbelt / Single Family Homes

South: B-2

Offices/ Jefferson Shopping Center

East: R-2 & E

Willow Brook School / Single Family Homes

West: R-2 MDO

Single Family Homes

Description of Surrounding Development
The petitioned site is located in a transitional area between legacy housing and the Jefferson
shopping and office area. The legacy housing is generally single-family homes that are part of
the Manhattan Overlay District. The Jefferson Commercial area includes single story office
buildings and the Jefferson Shopping Center, which is also single story and contains several,
small scale businesses. A final adjacent business is a car wash located at the intersection of
Robertsville Road and Jefferson Avenue. Also located immediate area are the Willow Brook
School and a portion of the Greenbelt.
The property is located at the intersection of Robertsville Road and Jefferson Avenue, but is
currently only accessed from Robertsville Road. Robertsville is considered an arterial road until
its intersection with Jefferson Avenue, meaning it is not considered an arterial where it fronts
this property.
Description of the Request:
The petitioner states that the proposed zoning is being requested in order to “allow the facility
to be preserved and operated according to a higher and better use.” This implies that the
current building, a church, is intended for a different use in the future.

Aerial View and Adjacent Zoning

Site

Applicable Regulations:
Below is a comparison of permitted uses in the R-2 vs. UB-2 District.
Permitted Uses

R-2
Single Family Dwelling
Duplex
Attached Single family dwellings with no
more than 4 units
Government, utility, and public uses

Any retail business
Office Buildings
Restaurants

UB-2

Theaters, radio or television studio, dance or
concert hall, etc.
Service establishments: beauty parlors,
laundromats, etc.
Church, School, Public Library
Clinic, Mental Health Clinic
Community buildings / civic / non-profit
organizations
Filling station, off street parking, or general
garage
Public and semi-public uses
Hotel, motel, or tourist home
Research laboratory
Daycare or private education institution
Fitness and Recreational Center
Public Museum
Special Exceptions
Religious Institutions
Parks, playgrounds, ball fields, etc.
Family and adult day care homes
Multifamily dwellings in a PUD
Private and public education institutions
Hospitals
Public, non-profit, and community
Vet clinics and animal hospitals
institutions
Permanent and transient group care facilities Depot for collection and delivery of articles
and merchandise
Helicopter Passenger Station
Night Clubs, Dance Clubs, Taverns
Indoor Shooting Range
Conformity with 1988 Comprehensive Plan:
The most recent land use plan map includes the subject project in a large area designated as
Low Density Housing. The adjacent school is also designated as such, and the Jefferson
commercial development is considered a “Neighborhood Business” area.

Low Density Housing is defined by the plan as follows:
Low Density Housing (0-4 dwelling units per acre). Includes single-family detached
housing and duplexes. Existing, small retail areas are usually not shown, meaning that
they will be allowed to evolve to some other use in conformance with the Land Use Plan
policies. Also, land use policies will allow a very selective increase in density during land
redevelopment in certain neighborhoods.
It is also relevant to consider the definition of “Neighborhood Business.” If this property is
rezoned, a Comprehensive Plan amendment would be required, and this property would likely
become part of the adjacent Neighborhood Business area.
Neighborhood Business: Allows businesses conducting retail sales having no exterior
storage. Includes offices, medical-dental clinics, convenience stores with gasoline
pumps, liquor stores, restaurants (maximum floor area 4,000 square feet, no
convenience food types), mortuaries, private schools for art, dance, etc., laundromats,
dry cleaners, tailors, barber-beauty shops, shoe repair, etc.)
Applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies:
Policy L-7

To the extent possible, commercial development which is located along Oak
Ridge’s Arterial Streets will be in unified centers with shared access to those
roadways.

Policy L-9

The City will also allow community-scale retail development on appropriatelyzoned sites having good traffic access and proper buffering from residential
areas.

Impact and Analysis
The following criteria were used to evaluate the rezoning request:
1) Is the proposed zoning district consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan?
The proposed zoning is not consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan, which identifies the
area as Low Density Residential.
2) Are there substantial changes in the character of development in or near the area
under consideration that support the proposed rezoning?
Staff has not identified any changes in the character of development in or near the area.
3) Is the character of the area suitable for the uses permitted in the proposed zoning
district and is the proposed zoning district compatible with surrounding zoning and
uses?

Some allowed uses in the proposed zoning district, such as offices or small-scale retail/service
development, would be consistent with nearby commercial uses, though these could still be
detrimental to the surrounding residential area. Other uses, however, including a filling
station/garage or research lab, are not suitable to the area’s character. In addition, there are
no other UB-2 zoned properties nearby.
4) Will the proposed rezoning create an isolated district unrelated to adjacent and
nearby districts?
Yes. There are no UB-2 districts anywhere nearby.
5) Are public facilities and services adequate to accommodate the proposed zoning
district?
There is no evidence at this time of inadequate public facilities and services.
6) Would the requested rezoning have environmental impacts?
At this point there are no known potential environmental impacts until the site is redeveloped.
The following criteria were used to evaluate the potential amendment of the Land Use Map.
1) Is there a demonstrated need for additional land for a particular use?
No need for additional commercial/retail space in the subject area has been presented or
identified.
2) Has there been a substantial alteration in the character of the area proposed for
change, such as property values, blight, or obsolescence?
No major changes in the character of development in or near the area have been identified.
3) Was there an error in the original use designation?
Staff has not identified any error in the original use designation. Throughout the plan churches
located near residential neighborhoods are given a residential designation.
4) Has some major physical or economic change occurred which justifies reevaluation of
the plan?
No major physical or economic change has been identified.
Recommendation
It is the recommendation of the staff that the rezoning request to change the subject property
from an R-2 Low-Density Residential District to UB-2 Unified General Business District not be
approved for the following reasons:
•

There are no nearby UB-2 lots.

•
•
•

•

Several of the allowed uses in the UB-2 district could be considered detrimental to the
surrounding residential area and incompatible with the area’s overall character.
The proposal is inconsistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan.
Intense commercial development in this area could create traffic concerns. There are
four intersections on the property’s length along Robertsville Road. Any high traffic uses
could create additional safety concerns there.
Roberstville Road seems to serve as a line of demarcation for commercial development.
No commercial development extends north of Robertsville Road anywhere in the area.

One potential option in this case is to allow a rezoning to R-3. Although there are no directly
adjacent R-3 properties, there are several others nearby. This would provide the property
owner some additional use flexibility while still providing a buffer between the higher intensity
commercial uses and adjoining neighborhoods. However, this change would still require a
Comprehensive Plan Amendment.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT MEMORANDUM
18-56

Date:

10/16/18

Property Owner:

Emory Valley Center, Inc.

Location:

715 and 723 Emory Valley Road (100G A 08.00 and 10.000 / 20CF
23 and 26.01)

Zoning Request:

Zoning change from IND-1 Industrial District to O-2 Office District.

Approximate Area:

7.24 acres

Existing Land Use:

Medical Facility

Adjacent Land Uses & Zoning:
North: R-4B/UB-2

Senior Living Facility / Anderson County

South: IND-1

Flexider Corp.

East: IND-1

Flint Road Development

West: B-2

Vacant Building (Oak Ridge Power Squadron)

Description of Surrounding Development
The petitioned site is located on Emory Valley Road in an area characterized by industrial,
public, and office uses. Also located nearby are some multi-family developments and a senior
living facility.
Description of the Request:
The petitioner has requested a change in zoning from IND-1 to O-2 Office District. The purpose
of the change is to allow the Emory Valley Center to offer additional mental health and
rehabilitation services. These uses are not currently allowed in the IND-1 zone but are allowed
in O-2.

Aerial View of Site and Adjacent Zoning (Emory Valley Center is now constructed)

Applicable Regulations:
The following uses would be allowed under the O-2 Zoning District.
(a)

Permitted Principal Uses:
1.

Uses resulting from any of the following occupations: executive,
administrative, professional, accounting, banking, writing, clerical,
stenographic, drafting, graphic arts and software development, and sales
provided that there shall be no display of any actual product for sale except
in accordance with the following regulations: No display will be in an
exterior show window; and the total area devoted to display, including
both the objects displayed and the floor space set aside for persons
observing the displayed objects, shall not exceed forty-five (45) percent of
the usable floor area of any establishment using the display of office
supplies and office equipment as a sales procedure, or fifteen (15) percent
of such floor area using the display of any other product as a sales
procedure; provided there shall be no outdoor storage of goods or material
irrespective of whether or not they are for sale; and provided further that
there shall be no warehousing or the indoor storage of goods or material
beyond that normally incidental to the above permitted occupations.

2.

Multiple family dwelling.

3.

Church, school, public library, and public museum.

4.

Convent, dormitory, fraternity or sorority house.

5.

Hotel, motel, or tourist home.

6.

Hospital, clinic, mental health clinic, convalescent home, but excluding
animal hospital, penal or correctional institution.

7.

Community building, public building, library, lodge hall or private club.

8.

Transient group care facilities.
(Ord. No. 6-84 Revised Effective 4/5/84)

9.

Family day care home, child care center, and private education institution.
(Ord. No. 22-92 Revised Effective 10/15/92)

10.

Barber shops and beauty shops.
(Ord. No. 1-00 Revised Effective 1/13/2000)

Conformity with 1988 Comprehensive Plan:

The Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map designates the area between Emory Valley and
Fairbanks Road, including the property is questions, as B-P Business Park.
The Business Park area is defined as follows:
Business Park: These areas are intended to promote an attractive mixture of light
industry, office buildings, research and development facilities, and office-warehouse or
office-showroom activities having well-landscaped sites, nicely-designed buildings, no
exterior storage, and only small amounts of truck traffic. Allowable supportive uses may
include restaurants, motels, and athletic clubs.
Applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies:
Policy P-13

The city will cooperate with organizations which will play an active role in
neighborhood activities and, thus, promote neighborhood quality.

Policy L-9

The City will also allow community-scale retail development on appropriatelyzoned sites having goof traffic access and proper buffering from residential
areas.

Impact and Analysis
The following criteria were used to evaluate the rezoning request:
1) Is the proposed zoning district consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan?
The proposed zoning does not conflict with the City’s Comprehensive Plan, which identifies the
area as Business Park. If rezoned, most of the allowed uses within the O-2 zone reflect the
Business Park designation. In addition, the Emory Valley Center will continue to be used as an
office, which is an allowed use in the Business Park area.
2) Are there substantial changes in the character of development in or near the area
under consideration that support the proposed rezoning?
Yes. The Emory Valley Center has been built on the property, much of which was previously
vacant, in the last five years.
3) Is the character of the area suitable for the uses permitted in the proposed zoning
district and is the proposed zoning district compatible with surrounding zoning and
uses?
Yes. Although there are no O-2 zones directly adjacent to the property, the uses in the area,
which include offices, light industry, government uses, and a senior living facility are compatible
with the proposed zoning and use. In addition, there are other examples of O-2 zoning nearby,
including the large office park at the intersection of Emory Valley Road and Lafayette Drive.

4) Will the proposed rezoning create an isolated district unrelated to adjacent and
nearby districts?
The proposed rezoning would create an isolated area of O-2 zoning. However, there are
numerous examples along Emory Valley Road of zoning districts only encompassing one or two
properties. Additionally, the existing and proposed uses are compatible with the surrounding
zones and uses.
5) Are public facilities and services adequate to accommodate the proposed zoning
district?
There is no evidence at this time that adequate public facilities and services are not available.
6) Would the requested rezoning have environmental impacts?
There are no anticipated environmental impacts. The Emory Valley Center is already
constructed.
Recommendation
It is the recommendation of the staff that the rezoning request to change the subject property
from an IND-1 Industrial District to O-2 Office District be approved for the following reasons:
•
•

The proposed use and zoning are compatible with the surrounding area and the
Comprehensive Plan.
The construction of the Emory Valley Center is a significant enough change in the
property to warrant a change in zoning.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT MEMORANDUM
18-57
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

Oak Ridge Municipal Planning Commission
Jennifer Williams, Planner
October 18, 2018
Preserve at Clinch River – New Table II

Background:
In previous months, the Planning Commission has been made aware of some of the discrepancies existing in the Preserve at Clinch River
(formerly Rarity Ridge) development. Several hundred platted residential lots do not conform to the existing lot dimension requirements in the
Table II found in the TND regulations within the Zoning Ordinance. In order to correct this discrepancy, a new Table II has been proposed for the
entire Preserve at Clinch River Development. The goal of this table is to bring all existing lots into conformance and to provide direction for any
new lots created as part of future phases.
The new Table II also aligns with the TND text amendments being proposed by staff.
Proposed Changes
The proposed new Table II is shown below. Changes are shown highlighted in gray. The changes to the table fall into the following categories:
•
•
•
•
•

Allows lots to be larger or smaller
Allows lots to be wider or more narrow
Allows lots to be deeper
Minor setback adjustments have been made to provide more flexibility
Exceptions are made for lots in Subarea O, lots on cul de sacs, and lots with multiple road frontages.

Recommendation
Staff recommends adoption of the proposed table. The table will be required to be shown on all future plats and/or Subarea Plans. In addition,
the table will be filed internally to ensure it is accurately enforced on all lots going forward.
Shown one the following pages are: (1) The proposed new Table II and (2) A comparison of the proposed Table II with the existing Table II.
Changes are shown highlighted.

Proposed New Table II
Hillside
Estate
Carriage
Cottage
Townhouse
Min. Lot Width***
75’
50’
50’
30’
18’
Max. Lot Width***
None
250’**
150’
100’
80’
Min. Lot Depth
100’
125’
110’
110’
45’
Max Lot Depth
None
500’**
225’
220’
180’
Min. Lot Size
15,000
9,375
6,000
3,300
810
Max. Lot Size
None
65,340**
15,000
10,000
8,000
Min. Principal
15’
24’
15’
15’
15’
Building Height
Max Principal
42’
42’
42’
42’
42’
Building Height
Min. Outbuilding
14’
14’
14’
14’
14’
Height
Max. Outbuilding
25’
25’
25’
25’
25’
Height*
Min. Front Setback
35’
20’
20’
10’
0’
Max. Front Setback
None
50’
30’
20’
None
Min. Rear Setback
20’
20’
20’
5’
5’
Principal Building
Min. Rear Setback
20’
5’
5’
5’
0’
Outbuilding
Minimum Side
15’
5’
5’
0’ / 10/
0’ / 10’
Setback
*Max Outbuilding height shall not exceed the height of the principle building or 25’, whichever is less.
**Estate Lots in Phase 8, Subarea O are excluded from the requirements for a maximum lot depth, width, or size.
***Lots located on cul de sacs may have a lot width of not less than 20 feet and a maximum front setback of up to 25% greater than the allowed
maximum. For corner lots or lots with multiple road frontages, lot width is based on the road the principle structure faces.

Table II Existing and Proposed Comparison

Min Lot
Width***
Max Lot
Width***
Min Lot
Depth
Max Lot
Depth
Min Lot
Size
Max Lot
Size
Min Bldg
Height
Max Bldg
Height
Min
Outbldg
Height
Max
Outbldg
Height*
Min Front
Setback
Max Front
Setback
Min Rear
Setback
Min
Outbldg
Rear
Setback
Min Side
Setback

Hillside
Existing
125’

Proposed
75’

Estate
Existing
75’

Proposed
50’

Carriage
Existing
50’

Proposed
50’

Cottage
Existing
30’

Proposed
30’

Townhouse
Existing
18’

Proposed
18’

None

None

124.99’

250’**

74.99’

150’

49.99’

100’

29.99’

80’

200’

100’

125’

125’

120’

110’

110’

110’

45’

45’

None

None

260’

500’**

225’

225’

220’

220’

180’

180’

25,000

15,000

9,375

9,375

6,000

6,000

3,300

3,300

810

810

None

None

24,999

65,340**

9,374

15,000

5,999

10,000

3,299

8,000

15’

15’

24’

24’

15’

15’

15’

15’

15’

15’

42’

42’

42’

42’

42’

42’

42’

42’

42’

42’

14’

14’

14’

14’

14’

14’

14’

14’

14’

14’

25’

25’

25’

25’

25’

25’

25’

25’

25’

25’

50’

35’

20’

20’

20’

20’

10’

10’

0’

0’

None

None

50’

50’

30’

30’

20’

20’

20’

None

20’

20’

20’

20’

20’

20’

5’

5’

5’

5’

20’

20’

20’

5’

5’

5’

5’

5’

0’

0’

30’

15’

15’

5’

5’

5’

0’ / 10’

0’ / 10/

0 ‘ / 10’

0’ / 10’

*Max Outbuilding height shall not exceed the height of the principle building or 25’, whichever is less.
**Estate Lots in Phase 8, Subarea O are excluded from the requirements for a maximum lot depth, width, or size.
***Lots located on cul de sacs may have a lot width of not less than 20 feet and a maximum front setback of up to 25% greater than the allowed
maximum. For corner lots or lots with multiple road frontages, lot width is based on the road the principle structure faces.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT MEMORANDUM
18-59
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

Oak Ridge Municipal Planning Commission
Jennifer Williams, Planner
November 7, 2018
Lot Type Change – Marina at the Preserve at Clinch River

BACKGROUND:
The master plan for the Preserve at Clinch River, then Rarity Ridge, was adopted in 2006. This plan
depicted a marina along the Clinch River as part of the development’s preserved open space. The Master
Plan for Subarea D also depicted this marina.
Smithbilt plans to construct the proposed marina to include boat slips, a filling station, additional parking
for trailers, a marina store, and potentially a small restaurant. Because of some of the added commercial
uses (like the filling station, restaurant, and store), Smithbilt has proposed to amend the Master Plan and
Subarea D Plan to change the marina area to a Community Commercial lot type.
ANALYSIS:
Section 9.04(c)(8) of the Zoning Ordinance’s Traditional Neighborhood District regulations provides a
list of standards the Planning Commission should use to determine whether or not to amend a Master
or Subarea Plan. An analysis is below:
a.

Practical Difficulties or Unnecessary Hardship: That strict application of the zoning conditions
would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardship, which may include the following:
(1)

That there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions applying to the
land, buildings or uses referred to in the application, which circumstances do not apply to
other land or uses in the district.

The conditions which apply to this particular area and use are unique. Most other property in
the district could not be used as a marina.
(2)

That changing demographics of the area, needs of demographics or market demands of
demographics are such that such zoning conditions do not reflect such demographic
factors.

At the November 5, 2018 Planning Commission Work Session, Smithbilt representative
Jesse Smith demonstrated some market demand for the project by stating that a filling
station for boats is not available in the nearby area, and residents have expressed a desire
for that amenity. This is not definitive proof of market demand, but represents some
evidence that increased commercial amenities at this site are desirable.

(3)

When zoning conditions include requirements which exceed the specific requirements of
the code, that the cost or time required to implement such requirements or amenities
render such zoning conditions impractical.

Not applicable in this case.
b.

Not Detrimental: That granting the application will not be detrimental to the public welfare or
injurious to property or improvements in the vicinity of the affected area.
There is no perceived detriment to public welfare. However, there is some concern over the
impact of increased development in this area on nearby homeowners. The Community
Commercial lot type allows numerous uses that are not compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood. Clinics, “any retail business,” and drive through facilities. Although many of
these uses are unlikely to develop, changing the lot type without conditions opens the
property to them all.

c.

Health or Safety Not Adversely Affected: That granting the application under the circumstances
of the particular case will not adversely affect the health or safety of the persons working or
residing in the vicinity of the affected property.
There is no perceived detriment to public health and safety.

d.

Maintains Intent of TND District and the City’s Comprehensive Plan: That such amendment is
consistent with the intent of the TND District and will not adversely affect the community
objectives stated in the City’s Comprehensive Plan.
The proposal maintains the intent of the TND district. The section’s purpose statement
reads, “The purpose of the Traditional Neighborhood Development (TND) district is to
support the development of human scale, walkable communities where residences, business,
and commercial uses are within walking distance of each other.

Section 9.04(r) of the Zoning Ordinance’s Traditional Neighborhood District regulations requires 7.5%
of all subareas to be preserved as open space. The change in Subarea D’s open space is illustrated
below. The 7.5% requirement is still met.

Subarea D
Acreage

Open Space
Provided on
Master Plan

%

101.6 acres

32.1 acres

31.6%

Open Space
Remaining
Being Transition Open Space
to Community
Commercial
22.82 acres
9.28 acres

%

9.1%

The following Comprehensive Plan Policies apply:
Policy L-9: The City will also allow community-scale retail development on appropriately zoned sites
having good traffic access and proper buffering for residential areas.
Policy P-1: The City will support and work cooperatively with other recreation service and facility
providers in Oak Ridge to maintain and enhance the community’s favorable quality of life.
Policy P-2: The City will support a system of public and private recreational facilities and open space
appropriately located, designed, maintained, and coordinated so as to closely meet the needs
of the community…

PROCESS
Because this amendment represents a “change in the common open space category,” this amendment
must also go to City Council for approval. If it is approved, a site plan will be required prior to any
building permits being issued.

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends approval of the request to change the marina lot type to Community Commercial
with the following restrictions, which should be noted on the drawing:
•

•
•
•

The following uses are prohibited:
o Drive through restaurants
o Filling stations for automobiles
o Clinics and mental health clinics
A 30-foot setback shall be provided between all commercial structures/parking areas and any
residentially zoned or used lot.
Electrical department approval is needed on the drawing.
Please include updated information for the revised Open Space in Subarea D.

Staff has recommended approval for the following reasons:
•
•
•

The proposal meets the criteria for a Traditional Neighborhood Development amendment.
The proposal complies with several Comprehensive Plan policies.
The proposal provides a new recreation opportunity which has the potential to benefit all
citizens within Oak Ridge.
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT MEMORANDUM
18-61
Date:

11/9/18

Property Owner:

Mainstreet Capital Partners, LLC

Location:

300 S Tulane Ave (099N B 002.00, Block/Lot 19CA/482)

Zoning Request:

Zoning change from O-2, Office District, to UB-2/PUD, Unified General
Business District and Planned Unit Development Overlay

Approximate Area:

11.14 acres

Existing Land Use:

Vacant; previously public museum (AMSE)

Adjacent Land Uses & Zoning:
North: RG-1
Residential, Open Space - Municipal Building
South: UB-2/PUD
Commercial - retail uses under development
East: UB-2/PUD & B-2 Commercial - Main Street PUD & US Post Office
West: E
Education - Oak Ridge Assoc. Universities (ORAU)
Description of Surrounding Development:
The subject property is located between S Tulane Avenue and Badger Avenue, directly south of the Oak
Ridge Municipal Building and across the street from Belk and the US Postal Service. The property is a
portion of an area of 17.47 acres that housed the American Museum of Science and Energy for several
decades. In late 2016, the entire area was conveyed to the City from the Department of Energy, and
then transferred to private developers. The portion not included in the subject property, which extends
to S Illinois Avenue, was rezoned to a nonresidential Planned Unit Development in December 2017, and
construction of the first building is nearly complete.
Surrounding land uses represent a mix within the commercial city center bounded by arterial roads,
including public facilities and a public park, educational and institutional buildings, and a concentration
of retail commercial uses.

1

Description of the Request:
The applicant is requesting to rezone the subject property to UB-2 PUD, and to receive final master plan
approval for the first phase – 217 multifamily units and amenities on Lot 2 (8.19 acres). A second phase
is proposed to include either residential or mixed-uses with residential, retail, and office. The following
variances are also requested:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Reduce front setback along Badger Ave and S Tulane Ave from 30’ to 25’
Reduce “front” setback along the new road to 10’
Reduce multifamily parking requirement from 2.0 spaces to 1.5 spaces per unit
Reduce nonresidential parking requirement for Future Phase II from 5:1,000 sf to 4:1,000 sf

Applicable Regulations:
Section 7.04, UB-2 General Business Districts
Section 9.05, PUD, Planned Unit Development District
Articles 11 & 13, Off Street Parking and Loading & Landscaping and Design Standards
Impact and Analysis
The proposed development will enhance the use and enjoyment of other land in close proximity. As noted
above, the predominant land use in the area is commercial. Adding residential use will support nearby
businesses and generally increase activity and interest in the area. Further, the proposed development
will complement the expanding Main Street development to the east.
Development of the property may result in additional impervious surface area with a corresponding
increase in stormwater runoff. The site will be required to meet the City’s MS4 stormwater management
ordinance. Compliance will be addressed during the site review process. The city’s landscaping and design
standards as well as all other city regulations are also required.
The following criteria were used to evaluate the rezoning request:
1) Is the proposed zoning district consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan?
Yes. The proposed PUD is consistent with the following policy of the Comprehensive Plan,
regarding the city center.
Policy L-14: The City will attempt to create a dominant city center which is visually and
psychologically strong through the encouragement of retail, office, hotel, and restaurant
development, high-density housing, major public facilities, public gathering spaces, pedestrian and
bicyclist paths, and landscaping.
2) Are there substantial changes in the character of development in or near the area under
consideration that support the proposed rezoning?
Yes. The property is located in a redevelopment (or tax increment finance) district with the
purpose of promoting retail-driven, multi-use development. The museum has been relocated
to a smaller nearby site and the subject property offers an opportunity for more dense
development.

2

3) Is the character of the area suitable for the uses permitted in the proposed zoning district and
is the proposed zoning district compatible with surrounding zoning and uses?
Yes. Much of the surrounding land enjoys the same zoning designation as the proposed district.
4) Will the proposed rezoning create an isolated district unrelated to adjacent and nearby
districts?
No. Much of the surrounding land enjoys the same zoning designation as the proposed district.
5) Are public facilities and services adequate to accommodate the proposed zoning district?
Redevelopment is expected to require additional services and utilities, which will be reviewed at
the time of site plan review.
6) Would the requested rezoning have environmental impacts?
Redevelopment will be subject to the City’s development standards. No significant environmental
impacts are anticipated.
Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the zoning change and Preliminary PUD Master Plan, as well as the Final
Master Plan for the first phase, subject to the conditions listed below. Given the significance of this
property within the city center, its high visibility and location, specific attention should be dedicated to
the quality and character of development at the site. Staff also believes that the PUD is compatible with
development permitted under the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance as well as general development
patterns in the area.
For the Preliminary PUD, to be submitted prior to first reading by City Council:
•
•
•
•
•
•

On one PUD Plan sheet, include the site layout and notes identifying land uses, dimensions, and
variances
The variance for internal setback should specify “10’ from back of curb” or similar
Identify the use and ownership/maintenance of the Green Space parcel on the PUD Plan sheet
Indicate the PUD shall coordinate pedestrian connectivity with the adjacent PUDs to the south
and east as well as adjacent properties to the north and west.
Provide conceptual design and dimensions for pedestrian sidewalks, crosswalks, and pathways
Provide conceptual design character for fencing, enclosures, lighting, signage, etc.

For next step, Site Plan
•
•
•

A preliminary plat is required for subdivision and naming a new street. Street naming to be
coordinated with City and surrounding road network.
The developer shall conduct a Traffic Impact Study for the site and its vicinity, and implement
the mitigation measures deemed necessary by the City Engineer.
Covenants and restrictions shall be submitted with the Site Plan application.
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT MEMORANDUM
18-58
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

Oak Ridge Municipal Planning Commission
Jennifer Williams, Planner
September 24, 2018
Zoning Text Amendment – Traditional Neighborhood Developments

Background:
The City of Oak Ridge adopted a Traditional Neighborhood Development, or TND, ordinance in the early
2000’s. The ordinance was designed to allow for carefully planned neighborhoods providing a
combination of residential, commercial, and business uses. TNDs also focus on preserving open space
while allowing mixed uses and flexibility for lot sizes, setbacks, etc.
Since the ordinance’s adoption two TND developments have been approved. The progression of these
two developments has allowed staff to identify a handful of needed amendments to the originally
adopted TND ordinance. These amendments and their justification are outlined below.
Recommended Amendments:
Amendment: Section 9.04(b)(11). Replace the existing definition of “Lot type”.
Justification: There are 9 different lot types identified in the TND ordinance, but at no point are they
defined. Instead, Tables II and III create dimensional and use requirements for these lots. Defining
these lot types, in conjunction with the other amendments contained in this memo, intends to bring
more clarity to the lot type’s purpose while giving developers more flexibility in lot dimensional
requirements.
Existing Text
11.

“Lot type” means all lots defined within this section.

New Text
11.

“Lot type” means the uses described in this section and the accompanying dimensions
prescribed in the approved Tables II and III;
Townhouse Lots are narrow lots occupied by single-family dwellings sometimes having one or
two common walls with adjoining parcels of similar pattern, usually having dimensions of 18 to
50 feet in width, 45 to 180 feet in depth, and 810 to 7,500 square feet in area. Dimensions may
vary, especially on corner lots.
Cottage Lots are small parcels, usually occupied by small single-family or two-family detached
dwellings, usually having dimensions of 30 to 75 feet in width, 110 to 260 feet in depth, and

3,300 to 10,000 square feet in area. Zero lot lines are allowed on one side of a lot if a minimum
of 10 feet of space from other buildings is preserved by the other side yards.
Carriage Lots are somewhat larger parcels usually occupied by single- family, two-family,
three-family, or four-family dwellings, usually having dimensions of 50 to 100 feet in width, 120
to 225 feet in depth and 6,000 to 16,875 square feet in area. Dimensions may vary, depending
on the number of dwelling units and topography of the parcel.
Estate Lots are large parcels, usually occupied by large single-family detached dwellings. Twofamily units may be allowed when the second unit is an accessory use to the primary dwelling.
These lots usually have dimensions of 75 to 150 feet in width, 125 to 300 feet in depth, and an
area of 9,375 square feet or more in area.
Hillside Lots are large parcels located in areas which meet the definition of “Hillside Areas” in
the City of Oak Ridge Subdivision Regulations. They may be occupied by single-family, twofamily, three-family, or four-family dwellings and generally have dimensions of 125 minimum
width, 200 feet of minimum depth, and 25,000 square feet or more in area. Dimensions may
vary depending on the number of dwelling units on the parcel and the topography.
Multifamily Lots are designed for multifamily structures, usually attached. These lots will
usually have a minimum lot width of 18 feet, with principal buildings between 18 and 55 feet in
height. Lot dimensions and building sizes will vary, however, depending on the type of
multifamily structure proposed.
Neighborhood Commercial Lots are designed for commercial and/or multifamily residential
uses that serve the immediately surrounding community.
Village Commercial Lots are designed for commercial, multifamily, and civic uses to serve the
surrounding and nearby community.
Community Commercial Lots are designed to create a mix of uses which may include
commercial, residential, office, open space, and/or public uses. Community Commercial Lots
are generally located with access to more highly trafficked streets and serve both the
surrounding and nearby community.
---Amendment: Section 9.04(c)(b)(1) Allow developers to create their own Table I, II, and Table III to be
submitted at the time of Master Plan approval.
Justification: Staff believes the Tables I, II, and III currently shown in the ordinance are unnecessarily
restrictive and do not reflect what has been developed in existing TNDs. This amendment allows
developers to determine their own dimensional guidelines using the existing tables and definitions
listed above as a guide. Because these new tables would be submitted as part of the Master Plan
approval process, the Planning Commission and City Council will have input.

Existing Text
1. Attachment A: Lot Requirements, showing any further permitted limitations to the regulations
established in Table I or Table II; and
New Text
1. Attachment A: Adjusted street dimension regulations and sidewalk requirements shown in a
new Table I and adjusted lot requirements shown in a new Table II and III; and
---Amendment: Section 9.04(c)(3)(a) Requires Tables I, II, or III be printed on all plats/Subarea Master
Plans. Also require the developer to label each lot type on all Subarea Plans and Plats.
Justification: This will help both the developer and city staff track requirements for setbacks, lot
dimensions, etc.
New Text (no existing text is being replaced in this case)
20. The approved Tables I, II, and III shall be printed on the Subarea Master Plan. Applicable tables
shall also appear on any Preliminary Plat or Final Plat. The approved lot type of each parcel
shall also be identified on any Subarea Master Plan, Preliminary Plat, or Final Plat.
---Amendment: Section 9.04(t)(1) Permit only single and two-family dwellings on Townhouse, Cottage,
and Estate lots.
Justification: The current ordinance allows single, two, three, and four-family dwellings on every
residential lot type. This new requirement will further differentiate the purpose of different lot types.
Existing Text
(t)

Carriage, Cottage, Estate, Hillside and Townhome Lot Type Regulations.
The following additional regulations shall apply to Carriage, Cottage, Estate, Hillside and
Townhome Lots:
1.

Permitted Principal Uses:
The following principal uses are permitted:
a.

One-family dwellings.

b.

Two-family dwellings, three-family dwellings and four-family dwellings.

New Text
(t)

Carriage, Cottage, Estate, Hillside and Townhome Lot Type Regulations.
The following additional regulations shall apply to Carriage, Cottage, Estate, Hillside and
Townhome Lots:
1.

Permitted Principal Uses:
The following principal uses are permitted:
a.

One-family dwellings on all lot types.

b.

Two-family dwellings on all lot types except Townhouse lots.

c.

Three-family dwellings and four-family dwellings on Carriage and Hillside lot
types.
----

Amendment: Section 9.04(c)(1) Add a paragraph clarifying the role of the City Council and Planning
Commission in the approval and amendment process.
Justification: As existing TND developments have come back to the city for amendments and changes,
it has been obvious that clarity is needed regarding the amendment process. Typically, the Planning
Commission cannot on its own allow variances from the Zoning Ordinance. This is allowed, however,
within TND developments. This amendment helps clarify and define that power.
New Text (no existing text being replaced)
It is the intent of the provisions of this ordinance that the establishment of a TND district and
the initial Master Plan will be a legislative act requiring a recommendation of the Planning
Commission and approval by the City Council of the City of Oak Ridge. Following adoption of
the district and its Master Plan the amendment of the Master Plan and the approval or
amendment of all Subarea Plans will be subject only to approval of the Oak Ridge Planning
Commission.
However, City Council approval shall be required if any proposed amendment:
a. Reduces the total open space by 10% or more,
b. Increases the total number of dwelling units by 25% or more, or
c. Increases the amount of non-residential floor space by 25% or more.
---Amendment: Section 9.04(c)(8) Replace the existing paragraph outlining TND amendments.
Justification: As stated previously, more clarity is needed regarding the Planning Commission’s

authority to amend Subarea Master Plans, particularly with regard to zoning changes. There is no
proposed change in the standards for an amendment outlined in this section.
Existing Text
Planning Commission may authorize applications for amendments to the zoning conditions
placed on any Master Plan or Subarea Master Plan, as long as there is no reduction in common
open space acreage or no change in common open space category, provided that the following
criteria are met:
New Text
The Planning Commission may authorize amendments to any Master Plan or Subarea Master
Plan, provided the amendments do not:
a. Reduce the total open space by 10% or more,
b. Increase the total number of dwelling units by 25% or more, or
c. Increase the amount of non-residential floor space by 25% or more.
Any of the changes listed above will be considered a major change and require a Master Plan
amendment to be approved by City Council.
In considering amendments, the Planning Commission must consider the following criteria:
---Amendment: Sections 9.04(t)(3), Section 9.04(u)(3), Section 9.04(v)(4), Section 9.04(w)(4), Section
9.04(x)(3), are amended with the deletion of extraneous references to Tables II and III
Justification: Within the regulations for each lot type there is text which establishes limits for the
adoption of Table II or III. This will no longer be necessary if the Table II and III adoption process set up
by the previous amendments is enacted.
Existing Text to be deleted (Example from 9.04(t)(3)
(1)

Lot widths fall between the established Minimum Lot Width and Maximum Lot Width;

(2)

Lot depths fall between the established Minimum Lot Depth and Maximum Lot Depth;

(3)

Lot sizes fall between the established Minimum Lot Size and Maximum Lot Size;

(4)

Principal building heights fall between the established Minimum Principal Building
Height and Maximum Principal Building Height;

(5)

Outbuilding heights fall between the established Minimum Outbuilding Height and
Maximum Outbuilding Height;

(6)

Front setbacks fall between the established Minimum Front setback and Maximum
Front setback;

(7)

Minimum Rear Setbacks, Principal Building and Minimum Rear Setback, Outbuilding
are no less than the distances established herein; and

(8)

Minimum Side Setbacks are no less than the distances established herein.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT MEMORANDUM
18-53
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

Oak Ridge Municipal Planning Commission
Jennifer Williams, Planner
October 28, 2018
Zoning Text Amendment – Mixed-Use Developments

Background:
At the Planning Commission’s October 18, 2018 business meeting Ray Evans presented a proposal to the
Planning Commission to allow mixed use developments in Jackson Square. The Planning Commission,
staff, and Mr. Evans considered the matter further at the October 25, 2018 work session. The resulting
text amendments are a result of those conversations and staff research.
Recommended Amendments:
Amendment: Article II Add a definition for “Mixed Use Development”
Text
MIXED USED DEVELOPMENT: A mixed use development is defined as three-dimensional, pedestrianoriented places that layer compatible land uses, public amenities, and utilities together at various scales
and intensities. This may include a blend of commercial, residential, office, entertainment, and/or
cultural uses. Mixed-use development can be vertical or horizontal on single or multiple coordinated
structures and/or properties.
---Amendment: Add an item 11 to Section 6.02(a) to allowed mixed use developments as a permitted use
in the O-2 District.
Text
11.

Mixed Use Developments provided the following are met:
a. Other than residential uses, only those uses already permitted within the O-2 district will be
allowed.
b. Regardless of project scale, any change in use resulting in a mixed use development shall be
required to submit a Site Development Plan to the Planning Commission for review in
accordance with Section 16.11. In reviewing a mixed use development proposal, the
Planning Commission must consider the project’s relationship to the surrounding area in
addition to the standards listed in this section. Projects should promote pedestrian activity
and mobility and be similar in mass and scale to other nearby developments.

c. All mixed use proposals must maintain some nonresidential function directly accessible
from a street. The Planning Commission may waive this requirement if the applicant
demonstrates that their proposal is compatible with the definition of a mixed use
development and the other standards in this section.
d. All applicable building and fire codes must be met.
---Amendment: Add an item 24 to Section 7.02(a) to allow mixed use developments as a permitted use in
the B-2 District.
Text
24.

Mixed Use Developments provided the following are met:
a. Other than residential uses, only those uses already permitted within the B-2 district will be
allowed.
b. Regardless of project scale, any change in use resulting in a mixed use development shall be
required to submit a Site Development Plan to the Planning Commission for review in
accordance with Section 16.11. In reviewing a mixed use development proposal, the
Planning Commission must consider the project’s relationship to the surrounding area in
addition to the standards listed in this section. Projects should promote pedestrian activity
and mobility and be similar in mass and scale to other nearby developments.
c. All mixed use proposals must maintain some nonresidential function directly accessible
from a street. The Planning Commission may waive this requirement if the applicant
demonstrates that their proposal is compatible with the definition of a mixed use
development and the other standards in this section.
d. All applicable building and fire codes must be met.
----

Amendment: Add an item 21 to Section 7.04(a) to allow mixed use developments as a permitted use in
the UB-2 District.
Text
21.

Mixed Use Developments provided the following are met:
a. Other than residential uses, only those uses already permitted within the UB-2 district will
be allowed.
b. Regardless of project scale, any change in use resulting in a mixed use development shall be
required to submit a Site Development Plan to the Planning Commission for review in

accordance with Section 16.11. In reviewing a mixed use development proposal, the
Planning Commission must consider the project’s relationship to the surrounding area in
addition to the standards listed in this section. Projects should promote pedestrian activity
and mobility and be similar in mass and scale to other nearby developments.
c. All mixed use proposals must maintain some nonresidential function directly accessible
from a street. The Planning Commission may waive this requirement if the applicant
demonstrates that their proposal is compatible with the definition of a mixed use
development and the other standards in this section.
d. All applicable building and fire codes must be met.
---Amendment: Amend Section 11.02(f)(7) by updating parking requirements for Mixed Use
Developments.
Text
7.

Mixed Use Development
a. On-site parking is not required for residential uses. However, parking availability will be
considered as part of the site plan review process to be certain the project will not create a
significant parking issue in its neighborhood.
b. For nonresidential uses, parking will be required in accordance with this section (11.02).
c. The Planning Commission shall have the authority to reduce parking requirements in
accordance with Sections 11.02(k) and (m) during the site plan review process.
d. In order to avoid unreasonable and excessive parking requirements in a mixed use
development, the owner may provide a parking study, addressing the size, functional
relationships and peak parking demand (hourly, daily and seasonal) for each land use as
well as identifying actual parking demand for similar type mixed use projects already in
existence. The Community Development Director or Planning Commission may require
this study to be prepared by a qualified registered professional engineer. Upon review and
approval by the Planning Commission, a parking space requirement may be established for
the mixed use development in lieu of requirements described herein.

