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Core issues 
with NE policy

➢ Equity – assigned more often to communities of color, often lower 
socioeconomic and marginalized communities 

➢ Perception – permissive policy encouraging high density 
multifamily development and wholesale neighborhood change 
leading to the dichotomy – NM = no change, NE = free for all 
change

➢ Neighborhood character – implication that evolving areas do not 
have an established character that is preferable to be maintained 
and that neighborhoods with established character would not 
benefit from some NE policy in strategic locations



New Data on 
T3 & T4 NE

➢ Growth & Preservation Concept Map

➢ Vacancy – Generalized Land Use 

➢ Vacancy – Post Office

➢ Contiguous areas of 10, 15, 20, and 40 acres

➢ Affordable Housing Units















vacancy data 
from the post 
office with T3 
and T4 NE





affordable 
housing units 
with T3 and T4 
NE



Recommendations ➢ Policy refinements to CCM guidance and    
application 

➢ Analysis of selected policy areas

➢ Neighborhood Change

➢ Text amendments



Policy 
refinements to 
CCM guidance 
and application 

➢ revise NM to provide design guidance/exhibits for potentially 
appropriate MF building types – e.g., how density decreases from a 
corridor into an established neighborhood

➢ revise NE application criteria to include proximity to 
amenities/infrastructure/existing assets (“Positive” conditions) 

➢ provide additional guidance for distinguishing between infill and 
greenfield areas of NM and NE and how the policy applies in each 
instance

➢ provide guidance for what NE areas should evolve into and 
indicators for when an area has “evolved”

➢ develop a countywide conversation/education on NM and NE, once 
policy guidance is refined



revise NM to provide design 
guidance/exhibits for potentially 
appropriate MF building types –
e.g., how density decreases from a 
corridor into an established 
neighborhood



Additional CCM Guidance for Housing 
Diversity in T4 NM



revise NE application criteria to 
include proximity to 
amenities/infrastructure/existing 
assets (“Positive” conditions) 



Neighborhood 

Evolving

Promote mixture of housing 
and greater connectivity

Expressed interest in 
redevelopment 

High proportion of vacant or 
underdeveloped land

No established lot pattern

Discrepancies between land 
use and zoning

Age/condition of existing 
development

These are 

mostly 

negative 

factors 



Provide additional guidance for 
distinguishing between infill and 
greenfield areas of NM and NE 
and how the policy applies in each 
instance 



“To create neighborhoods” 

Definition - undeveloped land 
outside the urban core (the 
USD?)

Tracts of land without an existing 
framework of infrastructure and 
development/lot pattern

GREENFIELD



INFILL

Definition - vacant/under-used 
parcels in the urban core (the 
USD?)

Major Infill: more than 10 lots

Minor Infill: less than 10 lots

Vacant or underdeveloped lots 
within an existing framework of 
infrastructure and development 
or lot pattern of a 
neighborhood

“To enhance neighborhoods” 





Provide more guidance for what 
NE areas should evolve into and 
clear indicators for when an 
area has “evolved” 



Evolving 

When is an evolving area no longer 
“evolving?” Is there a point where it has 
reached peak evolution?

Possible Considerations to incorporate 
in CCM Guidance/Staff analysis:

Is there already an established lot 
pattern? Lots are consistent widths and 
sizes. 

Has the area seen a consistent pattern in 
rezoning? If a block has moved from 
primarily from RS5 to R6, we probably 
don’t want to move to RM districts. 



countywide conversation 
and education on NM and 
NE, once policy guidance is 
refined



Community Conversations & Education on 
Evolving Policy

• Online survey

• Community planning areas public workshops

• Informational videos

• N2N session

• MPC Work session



Analysis of 
selected policy 

areas

➢ Revisit and refine NE policy areas translated during NN

➢ Undertake more detailed planning work for large areas of 
NE

➢ Study if there is an overuse of NM in some areas



Revisit and refine NE 
policy areas translated 
during NN



• community planning process in NashvilleNext

• small area planning process

• plan amendment 

• translation from LUPA



T3 NE Cane Ridge



Undertake more detailed 
planning work for large 
areas of NE







Study if there is an 
overuse of NM in some 
areas





Neighborhood 
Change

• Evaluate criteria used for this study to 
determine if appropriate. Are there 
additional factors we would consider? 

• Follow up with the original reports and 
studies on neighborhood change. Because, if 
the information provided in the reports can 
be accurate, it could be worth it to know the 
areas that are defines as susceptible and 
early. 

• If interventions are still possible in 
“susceptible” and “early” areas, implement 
additional policy guidance for projects in 
these areas
• Small area plans to provide community feedback 

on future development 
• Additional policy guidance on how we view 

rezonings in these areas 



Text 
Amendments

• Zoning standards for infill in urban core, 
inner ring suburbs e.g., HH, WHCH

• Zoning standards for greenfield e.g., Cane 
Ridge 

• Zoning standards for missing middle 
housing



Recommendations ➢ Policy refinements to CCM guidance and    
application 

➢ Analysis of selected policy areas

➢ Neighborhood Change

➢ Text amendments



6. Big 
Questions

• What is healthy neighborhood change? 
Healthy change in a city?

• Should certain neighborhoods be 
exempt from any change?

• Is it ok for certain neighborhoods to 
experience sudden, rapid change?

• If we don’t want cataclysmic change, 
then we need to tolerate gradual 
change. Everywhere. 


