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Purpose – Why are we here?

To bring local governments, citizens, and 
businesses together to talk about growth issues.

To create a forum for local leaders to consider 
growth plans of their neighboring communities 
for regional mobility and prosperity.

To generate ideas for the 2035 Regional 
Transportation Plan.



Meeting Schedule

Community Workshops (3) – 5:00-7:00 PM
– Dec 3 – Sumner
– Dec 7 – Robertson
– Dec 8 – Wilson

Open House – 11:00 AM-1:00 PM
– Dec 8 – Nashville



Agenda

Update on Overall Progress
Review of Goals & Input
Growth Scenarios & Modeling Results 
– Business as Usual (BAU) Growth Scenario
– Alternative 1 Growth Scenario (Centers & Corridors)
– Alternative 2 Growth Scenario (Centers)

Discuss Performance of Alternatives
Work Session (Evaluation)
Next Steps 



Update on Overall 
Progress



Update on Overall Progress
TASK 1

TASK 2

TASK 3

TASK 4

Consultant Coordination Plan

Public Participation Plan

Economic and Market Information

Develop/Evaluate BAU Growth Scenario

01
02
03
04

TASK 5

TASK 6

Develop/Evaluate Alternative Growth Scenarios

Prepare Preferred Plan and 
Supporting Illustrations

05
06

TASK 7

TASK 8 Final Report & Executive 
Summary

07
08

Policy Recommendations & 
Implementation Strategies



Goals & Input



Results of Group Exercise – Report Card

B‐
Maintain Sense of Community and Sense of Place

C+Provide Housing Options 

BEnsure Availability of Services

CEfficient Transportation System

B‐Protection of Natural Resources

BPreserve Urban Centers

B‐Economic Enrichment while Safeguarding Existing Public and 
Private Development 

C+Rural Preservation

BViable Agriculture

B‐Historic Conservation and Enhancement

GradeGoals



Growth Scenarios



Land Supply & Suitability

Available land?
– Not including already developed
– Not including environmentally constrained

Capacity of available land to support 
development?



Properties affected by current development

Existing Development Pattern (2008)



Environmental constraints/ Land conservation

Properties affected by current development

Environmental Constraints



Properties with development or development constraints

Developed or Constrained



Land available for new development

Vacant Greenfield Development Opportunities



Defining Suitability:

•Land Values

•Water/ Sewer

•Schools

•Major Roads/ Intersections

•Retail Opportunities

•Traffic Congestion

•Transit Service/ Stations

•Hospitals

•Parks & Recreation

•Environmental Conflicts
More Suitable

Less Suitable

LAND SUITABILITY

Land Suitability – Attractiveness for Development



Growth Scenarios: 
Business-As-Usual



Purpose of BAU in Tri-County Study

Show a continuation of plans, programs, 
adopted policy
– Regulations used if no policy
– Relationship to use of character types

Assess impacts

Determine whether BAU represents a future that 
meets our regional goals



Properties affected by development in 1965

Past Development Pattern, 1965



Properties affected by current development

2008 Development Pattern



Properties affected by current & future development

2035 BAU Development Pattern



GENERALIZED CATEGORIES
Agricultural, Open
Residential
Non-Residential Single Use
Mixed-Use

Generalized Land Use Policy



General Urban

Suburban

Rural

Urban Core

Traditional Town Center

Village Center

Activity Center

Employment/ Industrial Center

Growth Policy – Character Areas



Undeveloped or 
Non‐Residential Use

Rural/ Countryside Residential

Low Density Residential

Medium Density Residential

High Density Residential

2008 Residential Density



Undeveloped or 
Non‐Residential Use

Rural/ Countryside Residential

Low Density Residential

Medium Density Residential

High Density Residential

2035 BAU Residential Density



Regional Roadway Network

Nashville

Gallatin

Lebanon

Murfreesboro

Franklin

Clarksville

Columbia



Present Day Congestion, 2008

Nashville

Gallatin

Lebanon

Murfreesboro

Franklin

Clarksville

Columbia



Future Congestion, 2035

Nashville

Gallatin

Lebanon

Murfreesboro

Franklin

Clarksville

Columbia



Future Road Improvements by 2030

Nashville

Gallatin

Lebanon

Murfreesboro

Franklin

Clarksville

Columbia



Future Congestion, 2035 – STILL!

Nashville

Gallatin

Lebanon

Murfreesboro

Franklin

Clarksville

Columbia



BAU vs. Goals

Historic conservation and enhancement
Viable agriculture
Rural preservation
Economic enrichment
Preserve urban centers
Protect natural resources
Efficient transportation system
Availability of services
Housing choices
Sense of community, sense of place



Growth Scenarios: 
Alternatives



Pierce Report (1999)
Regional Planning 
Summit Proceedings 
(1999)
Cumberland Region 
Tomorrow
– Report to the Region 

(2003); Lincoln Institute of 
Land Policy Report (2006)

– Quality Growth Toolbox 
(2006)

TDOT PlanGo (2005)
Nashville Civic Design 
Center
– The Plan of Nashville

Across the Region



Across the Region

Tennessee Growth 
Readiness
Cumberland River 
Compact
AIA 150 Blueprint for 
America
– Visioning workshops in 

Lebanon, Robertson 
County



Across the US



Alternative Scenario Concepts

Four alternative scenario “themes”
– Conservation
– Compact Development
– Centers & Corridors
– Centers



Conservation

Emphasis on set asides 
including open space and 
environmental assets 
forming contiguous 
greenbelts that may 
extend within and 
surround a regional 
center, 
Growth lies within 
remaining areas



Conservation



Compact Development

Urban growth boundary or 
service boundary, directing 
growth toward regional 
center (Nashville)
Reinforces established 
regional center
Leapfrog development in 
neighboring counties



Compact Development



Centers and Corridors

Growth concentrated into 
regional, urban and 
outlying village centers 
and corridors with 
remnant countryside 
areas outside centers and 
corridors
Supports multiple 
transportation modes
Utilizes infrastructure



Centers and Corridors



Centers

Growth concentrated into 
regional, urban and 
outlying village centers 
with remnant countryside 
areas forming greenbelts 
surrounding centers
Distinct places (identity) 
Duplication of services



Centers



Alternative Scenario Concepts

Selected Centers & Corridors (1) and Centers (2)
– Efficient use of infrastructure and resources
– Supportive of existing development pattern (recent investments)



(1) Centers & Corridors: Desired Growth Areas

Desired Growth Center

Desired Growth Corridor

Transportation Corridor



(2) Centers: Desired Growth Areas

Desired Growth Center

Desired Growth Corridor

Transportation Corridor



Alternative Tests – What If….

54.56%31.31%35.22%Centers
61.68%43.49%47.75%Centers & Corridors

Tri-County Area
61.46%37.34%44.08%Centers
65.63%46.26%52.16%Centers & Corridors

Wilson County
46.54%22.53%25.23%Centers
55.82%36.35%40.42%Centers & Corridors

Sumner County
59.94%40.29%44.78%Centers
67.78%54.97%58.55%Centers & Corridors

Robertson County
2035 ALT2035 BAU2008HH Distribution

What if 80% of all new growth went within a desired growth areas?



2035 BAU Residential Density

Undeveloped or 
Non‐Residential Use

Rural/ Countryside Residential

Low Density Residential

Medium Density Residential

High Density Residential



2035 Alternative 1 Residential Density

Undeveloped or 
Non‐Residential Use

Rural/ Countryside Residential

Low Density Residential

Medium Density Residential

High Density Residential



2035 Alternative 2 Residential Density

Undeveloped or 
Non‐Residential Use

Rural/ Countryside Residential

Low Density Residential

Medium Density Residential

High Density Residential



Model Results



MOEs

Measures of Effectiveness (MOEs)
– Based on regional goals

Purpose
– More detailed assessment of alternatives

Example:
– Goal #7 - Provide for the efficient movement of persons, goods and 

services while providing a wide range of transportation choices for 
the study area. 

– MOE – VMT, or Vehicle Miles Traveled
– Evaluation – alternative with greatest reduction on VMT



Travel Demand Measures

-14.3%-12.0%126,774 Sumner

-8.6%-7.6%124,432Wilson

-11.1%-9.5%4,864,744Sumner

-5.7%-5.3%5,429,926 Wilson

-9.7%-8.2%346,493 Tri-County Area

-5.1%-4.0%95,287 Robertson

Vehicle Hours Traveled

-6.7%-6.0%14,498,067 Tri-County Area

-3.1%-2.8%4,203,397 Robertson

Vehicle Miles Traveled

CentersC&C2035 BAU



Comparison of Alternatives

Good

Better

Best (in most cases)



Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and 
Vehicle Hours Traveled (VHT)

Comparison of Alternatives - Robertson

BAU

< 3.1%

< 5.1%

VMT

VHT

C&C Centers



Urban & Rural Footprint

Comparison of Alternatives - Robertson

BAU

5,598 2,470

2,666 2,652

Urban

Rural

C&C Centers

2,780



# of People per Allocated Acre

Comparison of Alternatives - Robertson

BAU

.39 .72

C&C Centers



# of People per Allocated Acre

Comparison of Alternatives - Robertson

BAU

.39 .72

C&C Centers



Average Residential Lot Size (new lots)

Comparison of Alternatives - Robertson

BAU

.29 .21

C&C Centers



% Multifamily Households Allocated (new growth)

Comparison of Alternatives - Robertson

BAU

12.88% 19.52%

C&C Centers



% of People (Pop & Emp) within 1/4 Mile of Transit 
Stations (Rail Stations & Express Bus Stops) 

(new growth)

Comparison of Alternatives - Robertson

BAU

0 3.30%

C&C Centers



Comparison of Alternatives - Robertson

Prime Agricultural Land Consumed (acres)

BAU

5,646 3,401

C&C Centers



Environmentally Constrained Areas Consumed (ac)

Comparison of Alternatives - Robertson

BAU

4,156 2,638

C&C Centers



% Income Spent on Transportation (fuel, $2.50/g)

Comparison of Alternatives - Robertson

BAU C&C Centers

6.89% 6.68%



Policy Implications



Potential Policy Implications

Both Alternatives 
– Encourage redevelopment and infill in Traditional Town Centers
– Reinforce existing centers by directing growth toward them
– Create new centers with higher densities (TOD) along primary 

corridors where transit stops are likely to occur



Potential Policy Implications

Both Alternatives 
– Maintain areas identified as activity and employment centers, ensuring 

continued economic vibrancy 
– Allow activity centers to expand modestly to accommodate demand 

while minimizing encroachment into neighboring areas



Potential Policy Implications

Both Alternatives 

– Protect Conservation areas to preserve valuable natural resources and 
maintain function of natural systems

– Discourage growth in rural areas where such areas  



Potential Policy Implications

Centers & Corridors 
– Allow development along key transportation corridors, where access 

would support additional growth



Mass Transit Viability

•Urban revitalization

•Uses urban land most efficiently. 

•Cities and developers around the country 
are realizing the long-term benefits of mixed-
use neighborhoods that combine housing, 
employment, retail, cultural and recreational 
activities in a walkable environment that is 
well-served by transit.

•High-quality development in centers and 
along transit corridors is key to maintaining 
the livable communities and natural beauty.



Work Session



Based on the alternatives and how they perform 
relative to the goals…
Is there a more suitable configuration of character 
areas to support desired transportation system?

Work Session Questions



Based on the alternatives and how they perform 
relative to the goals…
Are there areas where you would prefer growth?
Are there areas where you would not support 
more growth?

Work Session Questions

notesnotes

Preferred growth area

Less or no growth area

Comments, ideas, suggestions, etc.



Next Steps



Solicit feedback at community workshops 
Conduct work session with Steering Committee 
to develop “preferred” – December 15th

Preferred Growth Scenario



Based on Preferred Scenario…

Policies and implementation strategies to 
consider

Focus Areas (4)
– 4 conceptual plans
– Different character areas
– Different policies

Focus Areas and Strategic Corridors



Based on Preferred 
Scenario…

Strategic Corridors (10 
one-mile segments)
– Represent critical areas of concern 

and/or locations where changes in 
land use intensity or traffic appears 
eminent

– Variety: cross-sections, land use 
contexts, geography

Focus Areas and Strategic Corridors


