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Notice is hereby given that a meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals will be held on the date, time, and 
location listed above. Additional information can be found at www.franklintn.gov/planning. For 
accommodations due to disabilities or other special arrangements, please contact the Human Resources 
Department at (615) 791-3216, at least 24 hours prior to the meeting. 
  
Applicants are encouraged to attend the meeting, even if they agree with staff recommendation. The 
Board of Zoning Appeals may defer or disapprove an application/request unless someone is present to 
represent it. 
  
Comments on agenda items may be made in person at city hall or by emailing 
planningintake@franklintn.gov until the day prior to the meeting. Emailed comments will be provided to 
the Commission and included in the minutes, but not read aloud in their entirety during the meeting. 
  
CALL TO ORDER 
  
CITIZEN COMMENTS (Open for citizens to be heard on any issue or concern, including those related to 
items on the agenda. Please submit a Speaker Card at the beginning of the meeting if you would like to 
address the Commission. If you would like to speak on an agenda item, the Chair will hold your comment 
until the public comment period associated with the item. As provided by law, the Commission shall make 
no decisions or consideration of action of citizen comments for items not on the agenda, except to refer 
the matter to the Planning Director/Staff for administrative consideration, or to a schedule the matter for 
consideration at a later date. Those addressing the Commission are requested to come to the microphone 
and identify themselves by name and address for the official record. The Chair may restrict the period for 
public comment, including the length of the public comment period, the number of individuals who can 
speak and the length of time each individual may speak. When time allows, the standard individual public 
comment time is two minutes.) 
  
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
  
1. Consideration Of Approval Of The September 5, 2024 BZA Minutes. 
    
ANNOUNCEMENTS 
  
APPLICATIONS 
  
2. A Variance Request To Allow The Driveway To Be Located A Minimum Of 0 Feet From Any Abutting Lot 

Line, For Parcels 078G-G-03301 And 078G-G-03302, And A Variance Request To Allow A Retaining Wall 
To Be Located A Minimum Of 0 Feet From A Lot Line, For Parcels 078G-G-03301 And 078G-G-03302, And 
A Variance Request To Allow A Side Yard Retaining Wall To Have A Maximum Height Of 7 Feet, For 
Parcels 078G-G-03301 And 078G-G-03302, For The Property Located At 416 Roberts Street (F.Z.O. 
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10.1.17.A, 13.2.2., and 13.2.4.) 
  

    
  Sponsors:  Amy Diaz-Barriga, Ariella Stanford  

OTHER BUSINESS 
  
ADJOURN 
  

 
Anyone needing accommodations due to disabilities please contact the ADA Coordinator at 615-791-3277 at least 24 hours prior to 
the meeting. 
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Notice is hereby given that a meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals will be held on the date, time, and 
location listed above. Additional information can be found at www.franklintn.gov/planning. For 
accommodations due to disabilities or other special arrangements, please contact the Human Resources 
Department at (615) 791-3216, at least 24 hours prior to the meeting.  
Applicants are encouraged to attend the meeting, even if they agree with staff recommendation. The Board 
of Zoning Appeals may defer or disapprove an application/request unless someone is present to represent 
it.  
Comments on agenda items may be made in person at city hall or by emailing 
planningintake@franklintn.gov until the day prior to the meeting. Emailed comments will be provided to 
the Commission and included in the minutes, but not read aloud in their entirety during the meeting.  
CALL TO ORDER 
Chair Langley called the meeting to order at 6:00 PM. 
   
Board Members Present: Jonathan Langley, Dorinda Smith, William Scales, and Lee Reeves 
  
Board Members Absent: Jeff Fleishour 
 
Staff Present: Bill Squires, Ariella Stanford, and Nathan Hollingsworth 
CITIZEN COMMENTS (Open for citizens to be heard on any issue or concern, including those related to 
items on the agenda. Please submit a Speaker Card at the beginning of the meeting if you would like to 
address the Commission. If you would like to speak on an agenda item, the Chair will hold your comment 
until the public comment period associated with the item. As provided by law, the Commission shall make 
no decisions or consideration of action of citizen comments for items not on the agenda, except to refer 
the matter to the Planning Director/Staff for administrative consideration, or to a schedule the matter for 
consideration at a later date. Those addressing the Commission are requested to come to the microphone 
and identify themselves by name and address for the official record. The Chair may restrict the period for 
public comment, including the length of the public comment period, the number of individuals who can 
speak and the length of time each individual may speak. When time allows, the standard individual public 
comment time is two minutes.) 
Chair Langley asked for citizen comments. There were none. 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
1. Consideration Of Approval Of The August 1, 2024 BZA Minutes 
  Sponsors:    
   
  Board Member Smith motioned to approve the minutes from the August 1, 2024, BZA meeting, seconded by Board Member 

Scales. The motion carried 4-0. 
    
ANNOUNCEMENTS 
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Ms. Stanford stated that the pace of the meeting may be slower as she will be running Civic Clerk, and 
presenting each item, as Ms. Diaz-Barriga was not present. 
BZA ANNUAL CALENDAR  
2. Consideration Of Approval Of The 2025 BZA Deadlines And Schedules Calendar 
  Sponsors:    
   
  Board Member Scales motioned to approve the 2025 BZA Deadlines and Schedules Calendar, seconded by Board Member 

Smith. The motion carried 4-0. 
    
APPLICATIONS  
3. A Variance Request To Allow An Accessory Structure To Be Located 2 Feet From The Side Lot Line For 

The Property Located At 206 Lewisburg Avenue (F.Z.O. 3.7.5.). 
  Sponsors:  Amy Diaz-Barriga, Ariella Stanford  
   
  Staff Presentation: Ariella Stanford.   The subject property is located at 206 Lewisburg Avenue. It is zoned R-4 Residential 

District and is within the Historic Preservation Overlay and Central Franklin Overlay. The applicant is proposing a 2-car carport 
aligned with the existing driveway, located in the backyard area. The existing driveway is approximately 20 feet wide, and the 
proposed 2-car carport is approximately 22 feet wide, which is consistent with a typical 2-car carport. The existing driveway 
runs along the northern property line, abutting the property line. To align with the existing driveway, the proposed carport is 
located 2 feet from the northern property line. Carports are classified as accessory structures, and the Zoning Ordinance 
requires accessory structures to be located at least 5 feet from any property line. For this reason, the applicant is requesting 
a Variance for an accessory structure to be located 2 feet from the side lot line. Because this property is in the Historic 
Preservation Overlay, an accessory structure is required to be approved by the Historic Zoning Commission (HZC). This 
proposed accessory structure was approved by the Historic Zoning Commission on July 8, 2024, with the following conditions: 

1. If a variance for the location is not granted, the structure must be setback 5' from the property line.  

 
Staff Analysis: The BZA may authorize a variance only when the request has met all three criteria in accordance with F.Z.O 
§20.10.6 and State law. The staff has completed an analysis of the request in light of these criteria:  

1. Criteria #1: Where, by reason of exceptional narrowness, shallowness, or shape of a specific piece of property at the 
time of the enactment of the Zoning Ordinance or by reason of exceptional topographic conditions or other 
extraordinary and exceptional situation or condition, such a piece of property is not able to accommodate 
development as required under this Ordinance.The existing driveway is located between the existing home and the 
northern property line, abutting both. Since the existing driveway is located right up against both the home and the 
property line, it could not be moved farther from the property line than its existing location. So in order to construct 
a2-car carport to align with the driveway, it would need to be closer to the property line than 5 feet. In addition, the 
backyard space is limited and there is a shed located roughly in the middle of the backyard area, which is preventing 
the applicant from moving the carport and re-orienting it. Staff finds this criteria is met.  

2. Criteria #2: The strict application of any provision enacted under the Zoning Ordinance would result in peculiar and 
exceptional practical difficulties for or exceptional or undue hardship for the owner of the property. To comply with 
the setback requirements, the carport would have to be misaligned with the existing driveway. This would make it 
inaccessible for 2 cars as a front-loading carport. If the carport were to be moved to the backyard area and be side 
facing, it would take up the majority of the backyard space and the existing shed would need to be relocated or 
removed. Staff finds this criteria is met.  

3. Criteria #3: Such relief may be granted without substantial detriment to the public good and without substantially 
impairing the purpose and intent of the Zoning Ordinance.Staff finds that this proposed carport would not be a 
detriment to the public good and would not impair the intent of the Zoning Ordinance. The existing driveway is 
already located against the property line, so the structure would not be any closer to the neighbor’s property than 
the location where cars are currently able to be parked in the existing driveway. In addition to proximity to 
neighbors, aesthetic consistency contributes to the intent of the Ordinance. Since the proposed carport aligns with 
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the existing driveway, it is more aesthetically consistent with the common design of carports than for it to be 
misaligned with the driveway to comply with the setbacks. Staff finds this criteria is met.  

 
Recommended Motion: Staff recommends the Board of Zoning Appeals move to approve the Variance Request To Allow An 
Accessory Structure To Be Located 2 Feet From The Side Lot Line For The Property Located At 206 Lewisburg Avenue, 
because the criteria for granting a variance have been met.  
 
Applicant: Mike Hendren.   Mr. Hendren explained that in addition to the alignment issue to comply with the five-foot 
setback requirement, additional driveway configuration and demolition of a raised patio would be required to park in the 
southern bay of the proposed accessory structure.  Mr. Hendren also added that parking, once construction is completed, 
would be further from the property line than the current parking arrangement. Lastly, Mr. Hendren stated that the rear 
property, although grandfathered in under different zoning requirements, has a setback of two feet.  Granting the proposed 
variance request would be consistent with the existing setback of the rear property.  
 
Citizen Comments: None  
 
Board Member Scales motioned to close the public comment portion, seconded by Commissioner Reeves. The motion 
carried 4-0.  
 
Motion 
Board Member Smith motioned to approve a variance request to allow an accessory structure to be located 2 feet from the 
side lot line for the property located at 206 Lewisburg Avenue because the criteria for granting a variance have been met, 
seconded by Board Member Reeves.  
 
The motion carried 4-0. 
 
Mr. Hendren noted that as a real estate financer in the area for many years, the process for granting a variance request has 
been very straightforward and staff had been cooperative and accommodating throughout the process.  Mr. Hendren 
thanked staff and the Board for their efforts. 

    
4. A Variance Request To Allow A Retaining Wall To Be Located A Minimum Of 0 Inches From The Lot 

Lines And A Variance Request To Allow A Front Yard Retaining Wall To Be A Maximum Of 4 Feet Tall 
For The Property Located At 128 Barlow Drive (F.Z.O. 13.2.2. and 13.2.4). 

  Sponsors:  Amy Diaz-Barriga, Ariella Stanford  
   
  Staff Presentation: Ariella Stanford.  The subject property is located at 128 Barlow Drive. It is zoned PD Planned District and is 

within the Highlands at Ladd Park PUD Subdivision. A single-family residential home has been built on the property, and the 
applicant is proposing a retaining wall in the front yard to support the sloped yard. There is a 15’ Middle Tennessee Electric 
(MTE) Easement occupying most of the front yard, which requires approval from the easement holder to build a retaining 
wall within the easement area. The owner has already obtained approval from MTE for the proposed retaining wall and the 
approval documentation is attached to the applicant’s submittal. In addition to the slopes and a 15' MTE Easement across 
most of the front yard space, there is an electrical pull box which is restricting the location of the proposed retaining wall. 
The location of the proposed retaining wall is abutting the sidewalk at the front of the property and extends all the way to 
the side property line to the west. For this reason, the applicant is requesting a Variance to allow the retaining wall to be a 
minimum of 0 inches from the lot lines. In addition, the proposed retaining wall is a maximum of 4 feet tall to support the 
front yard, which has slopes up to 60 percent. The Zoning Ordinance allows front yard retaining walls to have a maximum 
height of 2 feet. For this reason, the applicant is also requesting a Variance for a front yard retaining wall up to 4 feet in 
height. There is additional background information that Staff feels is relevant to acknowledge in this situation. Under today's 
development review process, lots within subdivisions are required to provide grading information at the Site Plan stage to 
demonstrate how storm water runoff will be handled as well as how the lots may be developed without the need for 
additional variances from the Zoning Ordinance. When the Site Plan was approved for this subdivision section, the city's 
review process did not require grading for the lot to be shown on the site plan, just for the streets in the subdivision. The 
existing steep slopes on this lot are a result of this. Under today's review process, grading for the lot would likely have been 
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required prior to being sold, rather than the homeowner having to solve the challenge of the existing slope with the lot 
construction later. 
 
Staff Analysis: The BZA may authorize a variance only when the request has met all three criteria in accordance with F.Z.O 
§20.10.6 and State law. The staff has completed an analysis of the request considering these criteria: 
  
Ms. Stanford stated that she would not reread each criterion unless requested but would explain the staff analysis for each 
criterion. 
  
Request 1: To Allow A Retaining Wall To Be Located A Minimum Of 0 Inches From The Lot Lines.  

1. The drastic slope of the front yard requires a retaining wall to prevent spill-over onto the sidewalk along the front lot 
line. There is a 15’ MTE Easement occupying much of the front yard area and an electrical pull box at the west 
corner of the front of the property, abutting the west property line. To properly retain grade to stabilize the 
electrical pull box, the retaining wall would need to be in front of the pull box, between the pull box and the 
sidewalk, and all the way to the west property line. These conditions necessitate the need for a retaining wall in the 
front yard and are preventing the location of the retaining wall from being in compliance with the setback 
requirements. Staff finds this criteria is met.  

2. The strict application of any provision enacted under the Zoning Ordinance would result in peculiar and exceptional 
practical difficulties for or exceptional or undue hardship for the owner of the property. If the retaining wall were in 
compliance with the setback requirements, it would not be able to retain grade to stabilize the electrical pull box 
properly. The slope in the front yard requires a retaining wall to support it, and the electrical pull box restricts the 
location to be within the setback requirements. Staff finds this criteria is met.  

3. Such relief may be granted without substantial detriment to the public good and without substantially impairing the 
purpose and intent of the Zoning Ordinance. Staff finds that this would not be a detriment to the public good and it 
would not impair the intent of the Zoning Ordinance. The intent of the Ordinance in this case is safety and aesthetic 
concern. The retaining wall is required to support the slopes and the location is restricted by the location of the pull 
box. The retaining wall is necessary to support the sloped yard to protect the integrity of the sidewalk and the 
neighboring property. So, the location of the retaining wall addresses the safety concern by properly supporting the 
sloped yard and pull box. In addition, the applicant has tried to minimize the height of the retaining wall to only the 
height necessary to support the slope and allow a maintainable front yard. This is an effort to address the aesthetic 
concern for having the retaining wall closer to the lot lines than 5 feet. Staff finds this criteria is met.  

 
Request 2. To Allow A Front Yard Retaining Wall To Be A Maximum Of 4 Feet Tall.  

1. To support the sloped front yard and create a yard that is able to be maintained, the retaining wall in the front yard 
must be taller than 2 feet. The grade in the front yard is up to 60% which is considerably steep to maintain. The 
applicant would like to achieve 3:1 slope ratio in the front yard so that it can be maintained by the homeowner, and 
that would require a 4’ retaining wall given the existing conditions of the front yard. Given these conditions, Staff 
finds this criteria is met.  

2. If the retaining wall were to comply with the 2’ maximum height requirement for retaining walls in a front yard, the 
wall would potentially fail to support the sloped yard and the steep slope of the yard would be difficult for the 
homeowner to maintain. Staff finds this criteria is met.  

3. Staff finds that this would not be a detriment to the public good and it would not impair the intent of the Zoning 
Ordinance. The retaining wall is necessary to support the sloped yard to protect the integrity of the sidewalk and the 
neighboring property, so it would not be a detriment to the public good. The intent of the Ordinance in this case is 
aesthetic concern. The applicant has tried to minimize the height of the retaining wall to only the height necessary 
to support the slope and create a maintainable front yard. The applicant has also tried to design the wall in a way 
that is aesthetically consistent with the existing house and the neighborhood. This is an effort to address the 
aesthetic concern for having a taller than allowable retaining wall in the front yard. Staff finds this criteria is met.  

 
Recommended Motion: Staff recommends the Board of Zoning Appeals move to approve the Variance Request To Allow A 
Retaining Wall To Be Located A Minimum Of 0 Inches From The Lot Lines And approve the Variance Request To Allow A Front 
Yard Retaining Wall To Be A Maximum Of 4 Feet Tall For The Property Located At 128 Barlow Drive, because the criteria for 
granting a variance have been met. 
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Citizen Comments: None 
  
Board Member Scales motioned to close the public comment portion, seconded by Commissioner Reeves. The motion 
carried 4-0. 
  
Applicant: Matthew Grayson.  Mr. Grayson did not have any additional comments to add but would be happy to answer any 
questions. 
  
Board Member Smith asked Mr. Grayson if approval of height and position of the retaining wall was required by the 
HOA.  Also, when driving around in Ladd Park, Ms. Smith stated that she didn’t see many other four foot retaining walls and 
asked the applicant if there were other retaining walls in the neighborhood. 
  
Mr. Grayson stated that the HOA required approval of the materials to be used with further approval coming from the 
city.  Regarding other retaining walls, Mr. Grayson stated that further back in the neighborhood there are retaining walls. 
  
Ms. Stanford clarified that the retaining wall design is consistent with other retaining walls in the neighborhood and staff 
does not know if the height would be considered consistent with existing retaining walls in the area. 
  
Board Member Reeves asked Mr. Grayson for wall height clarification regarding the construction plans and a reference of six 
feet. 
  
Mr. Grayson stated that height measurements include the footer of the wall that cannot be seen, which adds additional 
height as seen on the construction plans. 
  
Ms. Stanford also clarified that zoning height is measured from the base elevation to the top of the wall, whereas a building 
permit requires height to be measured from the footer to the top of the wall. 
  
Motion 
Board Member Scales motioned to approve a variance request to allow a retaining wall to be located a minimum of 0 inches 
from the lot lines and a variance request to allow a front yard retaining wall to be a maximum of 4 feet tall for the property 
located at 128 Barlow Drive because the criteria for meeting both variance requests have been met, seconded by Board 
Member Reeves. 
  
The motion carried 4-0. 

    
OTHER BUSINESS 
Chair Langley asked if there was any further business. There was none. 
ADJOURN 
Board Member Smith motioned to adjourn the September 5, 2024, BZA meeting, seconded by Board 
Member Reeves. The motion carried 4-0. 
 
There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 6:23 PM.  
  
  
 ___________________________                       ____________ 
                     Chair                                                    Date 
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 City of Franklin 
 
  

109 3rd Ave S. 
 Franklin, TN 37064 

 (615) 791-3217 
  
  

      
File #: 21-0763  
    
DATE: September 12, 2024 
    
TO: Board of Zoning Appeals 
    
FROM: Amy Diaz-Barriga, Asst Director of Planning Development 

Ariella Stanford, Planner 
   

     
SUBJECT: 

A Variance Request To Allow The Driveway To Be Located A Minimum Of 0 Feet From Any 
Abutting Lot Line, For Parcels 078G-G-03301 And 078G-G-03302, And A Variance Request To 
Allow A Retaining Wall To Be Located A Minimum Of 0 Feet From A Lot Line, For Parcels 078G-G-
03301 And 078G-G-03302, And A Variance Request To Allow A Side Yard Retaining Wall To Have 
A Maximum Height Of 7 Feet, For Parcels 078G-G-03301 And 078G-G-03302, For The Property 
Located At 416 Roberts Street (F.Z.O. 10.1.17.A, 13.2.2., and 13.2.4.) 
  

  
PURPOSE: 

PROJECT INFORMATION 
 COF Project Number: 8598 
 Applicant: Austin Grogan 
 Owner: Austin Grogan 

  
BACKGROUND/STAFF COMMENTS: 
Vicinity Zoning/Land Use 
Site: R-4 Residential / Vacant 
Northwest: R-4 Residential / Open Space  
Northeast: R-4 Residential / Residential Single Family 
Southwest: R-4 Residential / Residential Single Family 
Southeast: R-4 Residential / Residential Single Family  
 
Applicable Zoning Ordinance Provisions 
20.10 Variance 
A. The purpose of a variance is to: 
1. Provide limited relief from the requirements of this Ordinance in cases where strict application of a 
particular requirement would create an unnecessary hardship prohibiting the use of land in a manner 
otherwise allowed under this Ordinance; and 
2. Address extraordinary, exceptional, or unique situations that were not caused by the applicant's 
act or omission. 
B. Variances are not intended merely to remove inconviences or financial burdens that the 
requirements of this Ordinance may impose on property owners in general. 
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10.1.17.A 
Driveways on residential lots shall comply with the requirements below: 
Driveway Setback Shall be located a minimum of 5 feet from any abutting lot line, unless it is a 

shared driveway 
   
13.2.2.A 
Retaining walls shall be set back from a lot line a minimum of five feet or the distance equal to the 
height of the wall, whichever is greater. 
 
13.2.4. 
Retaining walls for residential uses, other than multifamily, shall comply with the following: 
Side and Rear Yard Retaining Wall Height Maximum 6 feet 

 
Background 
The subject property is located at 416 Roberts Street. The property is zoned R-4 Residential and is 
within the Central Franklin Overlay, and Flood Fringe Overlay. The applicant is proposing a single-
family residential home with a side-loading garage on these parcels.  
 
The applicant owns both parcels 03301 and 03302 of tax map 078G. These parcels are within the 
Petway Place Subdivision, which was originally platted in 1958. Over the years, ownership of 
property has changed by deed without updating the platted lots to reflect the change in ownership. 
For this reason, the two parcels owned by the applicant do not match the original plat of the 
subdivision. Regardless of the current ownership of land by deed, the Zoning Ordinance is written to 
regulate development based on lot lines, and therefore, staff must reference the recorded plat when 
reviewing development for compliance. In order to build a driveway and retaining wall where they 
would cross the originally platted lot lines, the lots would need to be re-platted to consolidate the 
parcels into one lot to comply with setback requirements. Since the neighboring parcels have also 
changed by deed only, re-platting 416 Roberts Street would trigger several neighboring properties to 
be re-platted as well. The applicant attempted to accomplish this but one of the neighboring 
properties that would need to be involved did not wish to re-plat, so they are unable to file a plat 
revision application.  
 
Given the situation, the applicant attempted to design a house that would comply with the Zoning 
Ordinance requirements for the lot as originally platted; however, the applicant stated that the 
topography of the lot is preventing development in compliance with the Zoning Ordinance 
requirements. So, the applicant is proposing a driveway that crosses the existing lot line between 
parcels 03301 and 03302 to conform with the existing slope on the site. In order to support the 
existing slope on the site for the proposed driveway, the applicant is also proposing a retaining wall 
with a maximum height of 7 feet that crosses the existing lot line. For these reasons, the applicant is 
requesting the following 3 Variance Requests: 
     1.    To Allow The Driveway To Be Located A Minimum Of 0 Feet From Any Abutting Lot Line, For 
Parcels 078G-G-03301 And 078G-G-03302 
     2.    To Allow A Retaining Wall To Be Located A Minimum Of 0 Feet From A Lot Line, For Parcels 
078G-G-03301 And 078G-G-03302 
     3.    To Allow A Side Yard Retaining Wall To Have A Maximum Height Of 7 Feet, For Parcels 
078G-G-03301 And 078G-G-03302 
 
Staff Analysis 
The BZA may authorize a variance only when the request has met all three criteria in accordance 
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with F.Z.O §20.10.6 and State law.  The staff has completed an analysis of the request in light of 
these criteria: 
 
Request 1: To Allow The Driveway To Be Located A Minimum Of 0 Feet From Any Abutting 
Lot Line 
1. Where, by reason of exceptional narrowness, shallowness, or shape of a specific piece of property 
at the time of the enactment of the Zoning Ordinance or by reason of exceptional topographic 
conditions or other extraordinary and exceptional situation or condition, such a piece of property is 
not able to accommodate development as required under this Ordinance. 
 
The original lot line existing between the two parcels owned by the applicant and the inability to re-
plat the lots, along with the existing topography of the site, are creating an exceptional situation for 
the owner of the property. The 14-20% slopes exist in the buildable area just north of the minimum 
building setback line (MBSL), and extend over the existing lot line through the two parcels. This 
condition makes it most practical to have a side-loading garage at the basement level of the house. 
The proposed driveway configuration conforms with the existing slope but would have to cross over 
the existing lot line through the two parcels. The unique existing history of the lot, the inability to re-
plat in this situation, and the location of existing slopes is preventing the applicant from developing 
the property to conform with the setback requirements. Staff finds this criteria is met. 
 
2. The strict application of any provision enacted under the Zoning Ordinance would result in peculiar 
and exceptional practical difficulties for or exceptional or undue hardship for the owner of the 
property. 
 
The strict application of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical difficulties and undue hardship 
for the owner of this property. The Zoning Ordinance regulation is preventing the driveway 
configuration from conforming with the existing slope conditions of the two parcels. In addition, the 
inability to replant the lot is preventing the owner of both parcels from being able to utilize parcel 
03302 as a buildable area. Staff finds this criteria is met. 
 
3. Such relief may be granted without substantial detriment to the public good and without 
substantially impairing the purpose and intent of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Staff finds that the proposed driveway would not be a detriment to the public good and would not 
impair the intent of the Zoning Ordinance. Both parcels appear to be one residential lot from the 
street (especially considering the existing slope across both parcels and the existing dirt driveway), 
so utilizing both parcels would allow the lot to be developed in a way that contextually fits the existing 
slopes on the property and it would not appear obvious that the driveway crosses a property line from 
street view. In addition, the proposed driveway complies with the side setbacks between parcel 
03302 and the neighboring property at 418 Roberts Street, so the location of the proposed driveway 
would not be closer to the neighboring property than the Zoning Ordinance currently allows. This 
meets the intent of the Zoning Ordinance to ensure that there is distance between driveways and 
neighboring properties. Staff finds this criteria is met. 
 
 
Request 2: To Allow A Retaining Wall To Be Located A Minimum Of 0 Feet From A Lot Line 
1. Where, by reason of exceptional narrowness, shallowness, or shape of a specific piece of property 
at the time of the enactment of the Zoning Ordinance or by reason of exceptional topographic 
conditions or other extraordinary and exceptional situation or condition, such a piece of property is 
not able to accommodate development as required under this Ordinance. 
 
The original lot line existing between the two parcels owned by the applicant and the inability to re-
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plat the lots, along with the existing topography of the site, are creating an exceptional situation for 
the owner of the property. The 14-20% slopes exist in the buildable area just north of the minimum 
building setback line (MBSL), and extend over the existing lot line through the two parcels. As 
explained in the previous criteria, this condition makes it most practical to have a side-loading garage 
at the basement level of the house, with a driveway extending over the property line between the two 
parcels. In order to support the slope abutting the proposed driveway, a retaining wall is needed 
along the driveway which would also cross the lot line. The unique existing history of the lot and the 
inability to re-plat in this situation is preventing the applicant from developing the property to conform 
with the setback requirement. Staff finds this criteria is met. 
 
2. The strict application of any provision enacted under the Zoning Ordinance would result in peculiar 
and exceptional practical difficulties for or exceptional or undue hardship for the owner of the 
property. 
 
The strict application of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical difficulties and undue hardship 
for the owner of this property. The Zoning Ordinance regulation is preventing not only the driveway 
configuration, but also the necessary retaining wall from conforming with the existing slope conditions 
of the two parcels. The Zoning Ordinance regulation would prevent the existing slopes from being 
safely supported with a retaining wall along the proposed driveway. Staff finds this criteria is met. 
 
3. Such relief may be granted without substantial detriment to the public good and without 
substantially impairing the purpose and intent of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Staff finds that the proposed retaining wall would not be a detriment to the public good and would not 
impair the intent of the Zoning Ordinance. Both parcels appear to be one residential lot from the 
street (especially considering the existing slope across both parcels and the existing dirt driveway), 
so utilizing both parcels would allow the lot to be developed in a way that contextually fits the existing 
slopes on the property and it would not appear obvious that the retaining wall crosses a property line 
from street view. In addition, the slope falls down towards the back of the property, so the retaining 
wall would only be minimally visible from the street. The proposed retaining wall also complies with 
the side setbacks between parcel 03302 and the neighboring property at 418 Roberts Street, so the 
location of the proposed retaining wall would not be closer to the neighboring property than the 
Zoning Ordinance currently allows. Should the wall fail, it would fall on property owned by the same 
property owner in which the wall is installed. This meets the intent of the Zoning Ordinance to ensure 
that there is distance between retaining walls and neighboring properties. Staff finds this criteria is 
met. 
 
Request 3: To Allow A Side Yard Retaining Wall To Have A Maximum Height Of 7 Feet 
1. Where, by reason of exceptional narrowness, shallowness, or shape of a specific piece of property 
at the time of the enactment of the Zoning Ordinance or by reason of exceptional topographic 
conditions or other extraordinary and exceptional situation or condition, such a piece of property is 
not able to accommodate development as required under this Ordinance. 
 
The existing topography of the site is creating an exceptional situation for the owner of the property. 
The 14-20% slopes exist in the buildable area just north of the minimum building setback line (MBSL) 
and extend over the existing lot line through the two parcels. As explained in the previous criteria, this 
condition makes it most practical to have a side-loading garage at the basement level of the house, 
with a driveway and retaining wall extending over the property line between the two parcels. In order 
to properly support the existing slope abutting the proposed driveway, the proposed side-yard 
retaining wall must have a maximum height of 7 feet. Staff finds this criteria is met. 
 
2. The strict application of any provision enacted under the Zoning Ordinance would result in peculiar 
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and exceptional practical difficulties for or exceptional or undue hardship for the owner of the 
property. 
 
The strict application of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical difficulties and undue hardship 
for the owner of this property. The Zoning Ordinance allows a maximum height of 6 feet for side-yard 
retaining walls, but a 6-foot retaining wall would not sufficiently support the slopes abutting the 
proposed driveway. Staff finds this criteria is met. 
 
3. Such relief may be granted without substantial detriment to the public good and without 
substantially impairing the purpose and intent of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Staff finds that the proposed retaining wall would not be a detriment to the public good and would not 
impair the intent of the Zoning Ordinance. Because the slope falls down towards the back of the 
property, the retaining wall would only be minimally visible from the street so it will not have a 
negative impact on the neighborhood from street view. This also meets the intent of the Zoning 
Ordinance to ensure that obtrusively tall retaining walls are not visible from the street. Staff finds this 
criteria is met. 
  
FINANCIAL IMPACT: 

Unknown. 

  
RECOMMENDATION: 

RECOMMENDED MOTION: Staff recommends the Board of Zoning Appeals move to approve the 
Variance Request To Allow The Driveway To Be Located A Minimum Of 0 Feet From Any Abutting 
Lot Line, For Parcels 078G-G-03301 And 078G-G-03302, And The Variance Request To Allow A 
Retaining Wall To Be Located A Minimum Of 0 Feet From A Lot Line, For Parcels 078G-G-03301 
And 078G-G-03302, And The Variance Request To Allow A Side Yard Retaining Wall To Have A 
Maximum Height Of 7 Feet, For Parcels 078G-G-03301 And 078G-G-03302, For The Property 
Located At 416 Roberts Street, because the criteria for granting a variance have been met. 
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Austin Grogan 
2565 Westerham Way 

Thompsons Station, TN. 37179 
702.686.5240 

August 22, 2024 

Board of Zoning Appeals 
Franklin, TN 

Dear Board of Zoning Appeals, 

My wife and I own the land at 416 Roberts St., Franklin TN, 37064.  We are requesting 
three variances to construct our home as the issues detailed below prevent us from 
strictly adhering to Franklin City Ordinances. 

Background & Platting Issues 

We acquired this land in April of 2024 from the previous owners who subdivided the 
lot from 414 Roberts St.  We initially went under contract to purchase the .42 acre lot 
in September of 2023 but later that year in November, while still under contract to 
purchase the land, we learned the sellers were having a challenge completing the 
subdivision.  They gave us a survey that showed two lots instead of one, with a 
rectangular lot totaling approximately .31 of an acre, immediately next to an extremely 
narrow and long triangular lot totaling approximately .11 of an acre.  The seller’s 
surveyor told us he was unable to gain approval from the Franklin City Planning and 
Sustainability Department to create a new lot where both lots were one (see exhibit A, 
Final Plat for 416 Roberts St.). 

As this would reduce our building envelope and force it to fit within the setbacks of the 
rectangular lot and rendering the triangular lot useless, we made contact with Joseph 
Bryan from Franklin City Planning and Sustainability who explained the following: 

“This is an older subdivision that was platted in the late 50’s and the ownership parcels 
were changed over time through deed, but the original plat itself was never updated for 
Lots 31 and 32. So the lots that were platted in 1958 still exist underneath the parcels. 
Our subdivision regulations are based on lot lines, not parcel lines. Updating the lots 
lines to reflect the current ownership/property lines starts a domino effect where 418 
and 420 Roberts St would also have to be updated. Once one lot line changes, the rest 
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must be updated as well. It is my understanding that one of the neighboring property 
owners was not agreeable to update his property through the plat revision for 414 
Roberts. An alternative option is to move only the lot line between Lots 31 and 32 and 
leaving the remainder of the original lot lines in place, which would not require approval 
from the neighbors. This moves the lot line off of the existing house and should keep Lot 
31 within the minimum standards of the R-4 Zoning District. However, the triangular 
portion outlined in red would not be part of the plat revision.” 

In a subsequent conversation with Amy Diaz-Barriga, from Franklin City Planning and 
Sustainability Department, she explained the issue further and provided the original 
hand-drawn plat that shows the original lot lines from 1958 that would require 
affidavits from 418 and 420 Roberts to move (EXHIBIT B).  She also marked up a 
version of the 1958 drawing showing parcels and current ownership (EXHIBIT C), and 
marked up a version of the final plat with the original lot lines from 1958 (EXHIBIT D).  
EXHIBIT D shows that at some point in the past, 418 Roberts (LOT 30) was allowed to 
be constructed directly on top of LOT 29’s lot line and the original lot lines were never 
moved. 

The sellers were unable to get Mr. Logsdon, current owner and landlord of the rental 
house at 420 Roberts St (LOT 29) to sign the affidavit.  The homes on both sides of 
our property, 418 and 414 Roberts, had signed affidavits in support of updating the 
plat but Mr. Logsdon refused, despite having been given all the relevant information 
directly from Joseph Bryan in City Planning.  He threatened the sellers with legal 
action if they did not cease and desist all communication with him.  We made contact 
with Mr. Logsdon, only to have our phone numbers blocked after he told us he would 
not sign.  To date, he has not provided any reason as to why he refuses to help. 

Lot Topography Challenges 

We ultimately made the decision to move forward with the purchase of both lots and 
redesign our home so it would fit within the setbacks of the rectangular lot.  The house 
would have two floors with a walkout basement as roughly half of the lot is at a lower 
elevation. 

However, when determining garage and driveway placement, we faced numerous 
challenges with the lot topography and R4 zoning ordinances for both front-facing 
and side-loading garages that would impact our ability to stay completely within the 
rectangular lot: 

• For reference, Franklin Zoning Ordinance section 6.3 says: 
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• Front-Facing Garage Setback:  Minimum 20 feet behind front facade and front door and 
22 feet from sidewalk. 

• Setback for Side- or Rear-Loading Garages Facing Interior Lot Lines:  Minimum 3 feet 
behind front facade and front door. 

• Rectangular lot topography, M.B.S.L., and garage placement: 

• The lot is approximately 211’ deep and 64’ wide.  The very back of the lot is 
approximately 11’ lower than the very front of the lot.  There is a steep slope 
beginning approximately 64’ from the front, which is 9-10’ behind the 54.6’ 
M.B.S.L.  The slope in that area is steep, with a 14-20% slope (front to back) and 
extends from the left lot line to the right lot line.  The front and back portions of 
the lot are mostly level after the slope (see EXHIBIT E). 

• Due to the location of the slope behind the M.B.S.L. and garage setback 
requirements, a garage can only be constructed at the lower elevation of the lot, 
as a garage foundation, whether side-loading or front-facing, cannot be poured 
or constructed on top of a slope or what would effectively be the second story. 

• Due to the 14-20% slope leading down to the lower elevation, a driveway built 
within the setbacks of the rectangle would exceed Franklin City Ordinance of a 
14% maximum slope.  We also considered the practicality of driving a vehicle up a 
14-20% slope, as we’ve done it and it required us to put the truck in 4x4.  The 
driver cannot see anything or anyone immediately in front of the vehicle at the 
opposite elevation (see EXHIBIT F & EXHIBIT G), which makes it incredibly 
dangerous, especially with a toddler at home.  A driveway on the rectangle would 
create other issues, including a significant reduction in the width of a home once 
setbacks and driveway minimums were met, and further reduce open space and 
permeable surface areas. 

• Triangular lot topography and driveway placement: 

• The triangular lot is approximately 211’ deep and 44’ wide at the front and 0’ at 
the very back.  It is flat and the front of it sits at a lower elevation than the 
rectangular lot.  Due to the shape and size, no independent structures can be 
built without encroaching into a setback.  The lot would not be reasonably sold 
for any use other than as a part of 416 Roberts St.  There is currently mixed 
material in that area consisting of gravel, patches of concrete, dirt, and grass in 
what is clearly an established vehicular path created by a former owner (see 
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EXHIBIT H, EXHIBIT I, EXHIBIT J, and EXHIBIT K).  There is no other practical 
or functional use for that lot other than a driveway. 

• Retaining wall: 

• A retaining wall is required to provide stability for the soil near the garage, and 
that is the only location that may potentially exceed 48”.  The retaining wall detail 
can be found on the first page of EXHIBIT L, in the upper right hand corner and 
was provided by our builder’s surveyor.  We are asking for a variance below as we 
may want to go a little higher near the home to level the ground in that area out 
for groundskeeping.  Any part of the retaining wall that is constructed at or 
between the front facade of the house and the street will meet Franklin City 
Ordinances. 

Summary 

Because of one person, whose rental property does not even touch ours, and his 
unwillingness to help update the neighboring lot lines to reflect current parcel 
ownership, we have been unable to combine both lots into one so we took every 
measure to redesign a home that fits within the rectangular lot without encroaching 
into the setbacks.  However, because of the rectangular lot’s challenging topography, 
we are left with no other choice but to design a basement-level side entry garage that 
faces our triangular lot and to use that lot as a driveway for garage access (see 
EXHIBIT L for critical lot plan, and EXHIBIT M for detail of basement level garage).  
The home itself fits within the setbacks of the rectangular lot and we are only 
requesting a variance to allow construction of a driveway and a retaining wall that 
encroaches into the setback of two lots that we own. 

PLEASE NOTE:  The information above is repeated below to adhere to the format 
requirements for the variance request. 

Variance request #1: 0” setback between the two lots for the purpose of 
constructing a DRIVEWAY that encroaches into a setback. 
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Criteria #1:  Where, by reason of exceptional narrowness, shallowness, or shape of a 
specific piece of property … or by reason of exceptional topographic conditions or other 
extraordinary and exceptional situation or condition, such piece of property is not able 
to accommodate development as required under this Ordinance; 

• The first exceptional situation to note is the one created by a discrepancy 
between lot lines and parcel lines, subdivision regulations, and owner of 420 
Roberts who is unwilling to support an effort to update lot lines to reflect parcel 
ownership.  If these issues did not exist, the two lots would be a single lot and the 
building envelope would span the area we intend to install a driveway and 
retaining wall on.  We would not need this variance if this condition did not exist. 

• Secondly, because of the rectangular lot’s exceptional topography, we had no 
other choice but to design a basement-level side entry garage that faces our 
triangle lot and to use that lot as a driveway for garage access.  The topography 
details from above are repeated below: 

• The lot is approximately 211’ deep and 64’ wide.  The very back of the lot is 
approximately 11’ lower than the very front of the lot.  There is a steep slope 
beginning approximately 64’ from the front, which is 9-10’ behind the 54.6’ 
M.B.S.L.  The slope in that area is steep, with a 14-20% slope (front to back) and 
extends from the left lot line to the right lot line.  The front and back portions of 
the lot are mostly level after the slope (see EXHIBIT E). 

• Due to the location of the slope behind the M.B.S.L. and garage setback 
requirements, a garage can only be constructed at the lower elevation of the lot, 
as a garage foundation, whether side-loading or front-facing, cannot be poured 
or constructed on top of a slope or what would effectively be the second story. 

• Due to the 14-20% slope leading down to the lower elevation, a driveway built 
within the setbacks of the rectangle would exceed Franklin City Ordinance of a 
14% maximum slope.  We also considered the practicality of driving a vehicle up a 
14-20% slope, as we’ve done it and it required us to put the truck in 4x4.  The 
driver cannot see anything or anyone immediately in front of the vehicle at the 
opposite elevation (see EXHIBIT F & EXHIBIT G), which makes it incredibly 
dangerous, especially with a toddler at home.  A driveway on the rectangle would 
create other issues, including a significant reduction in the width of a home once 
setbacks and driveway minimums were met, and further reduce open space and 
permeable surface areas. 
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• Triangular lot topography and driveway placement: 

• The triangular lot is approximately 211’ deep and 44’ wide at the front and 0’ at 
the very back.  It is flat and the front of it sits at a lower elevation than the 
rectangular lot.  Due to the shape and size, no independent structures can be 
built without encroaching into a setback.  The lot would not be reasonably sold 
for any use other than as a part of 416 Roberts St.  There is currently mixed 
material in that area consisting of gravel, patches of concrete, dirt, and grass in 
what is clearly an established vehicular path created by a former owner (see 
EXHIBIT H, EXHIBIT I, EXHIBIT J, and EXHIBIT K).  There is no other practical 
or functional use for that lot other than a driveway. 

Criteria #2:  The strict application of any provision enacted under this Ordinance would 
result in peculiar and exceptional practical difficulties to or exceptional hardship upon 
the owner of such property; 

• We are requesting approval for a 0” setback on the right hand side of the 
triangular-shaped lot and approval for a 0” setback on the left hand side of the 
rectangular-shaped lot at 416 Roberts St for the construction of a DRIVEWAY 
that will cross both lots (see EXHIBIT L for critical lot plan).  

Criteria #3:  Such relief may be granted without substantial detriment to the public 
good and without substantially impairing the purpose and intent of the zoning map 
and this Ordinance. 

• Both lots are adjacent to each other and are owned by the same couple.  From the 
street they appear as a single lot.  The triangle lot could not be reasonably sold 
for any use other than as a part of 416 Roberts St, so the two will never be 
separated.  The only setbacks affected by a variance are between the two lots and 
the driveway will not encroach into a neighbor’s property. The house itself will be 
constructed on the rectangular lot and will meet all other R4 zoning ordinances.  
The DRIVEWAY will not impact the flood plane or drainage ditch between 416 
and 418 Roberts. 

Variance request #2: 0” setback between the two lots for the purpose of 
constructing a RETAINING WALL that encroaches into a setback. 

Page 21 of 42



Criteria #1:  Where, by reason of exceptional narrowness, shallowness, or shape of a 
specific piece of property … or by reason of exceptional topographic conditions or other 
extraordinary and exceptional situation or condition, such piece of property is not able 
to accommodate development as required under this Ordinance; 

• The first exceptional situation to note is the one created by a discrepancy 
between lot lines and parcel lines, subdivision regulations, and owner of 420 
Roberts who is unwilling to support an effort to update lot lines to reflect parcel 
ownership..  If these issues did not exist, the two lots would be a single lot and the 
building envelope would span the area we intend to install a driveway and 
retaining wall in.  We would not need this variance if this condition did not exist. 

• Secondly, because of the rectangular lot’s exceptional topography, we had no 
other choice but to design a basement-level side entry garage that faces our 
triangle lot and to use that lot as a driveway for garage access.  A RETAINING 
WALL is necessary in this area.  The topography details from above are repeated 
below: 

• The lot is approximately 211’ deep and 64’ wide.  The very back of the lot is 
approximately 11’ lower than the very front of the lot.  There is a steep slope 
beginning approximately 64’ from the front, which is 9-10’ behind the 54.6’ 
M.B.S.L.  The slope in that area is steep, with a 14-20% slope (front to back) and 
extends from the left lot line to the right lot line.  The front and back portions of 
the lot are mostly level after the slope (see EXHIBIT E). 

• Due to the location of the slope behind the M.B.S.L. and garage setback 
requirements, a garage can only be constructed at the lower elevation of the lot, 
as a garage foundation, whether side-loading or front-facing, cannot be poured 
or constructed on top of a slope or what would effectively be the second story. 

• Due to the 14-20% slope leading down to the lower elevation, a driveway built 
within the setbacks of the rectangle would exceed Franklin City Ordinance of a 
14% maximum slope.  We also considered the practicality of driving a vehicle up a 
14-20% slope, as we’ve done it and it required us to put the truck in 4x4.  The 
driver cannot see anything or anyone immediately in front of the vehicle at the 
opposite elevation (see EXHIBIT F & EXHIBIT G), which makes it incredibly 
dangerous, especially with a toddler at home.  A driveway on the rectangle would 
create other issues, including a significant reduction in the width of a home once 
setbacks and driveway minimums were met, and further reduce open space and 
permeable surface areas. 
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• Triangular lot topography and driveway placement: 

• The triangular lot is approximately 211’ deep and 44’ wide at the front and 0’ at 
the very back.  It is flat and the front of it sits at a lower elevation than the 
rectangular lot.  Due to the shape and size, no independent structures can be 
built without encroaching into a setback.  The lot would not be reasonably sold 
for any use other than as a part of 416 Roberts St.  There is currently mixed 
material in that area consisting of gravel, patches of concrete, dirt, and grass in 
what is clearly an established vehicular path created by a former owner (see 
EXHIBIT H, EXHIBIT I, EXHIBIT J, and EXHIBIT K).  There is no other practical 
or functional use for that lot other than a driveway. 

Criteria #2:  The strict application of any provision enacted under this Ordinance would 
result in peculiar and exceptional practical difficulties to or exceptional hardship upon 
the owner of such property; 

• We are requesting approval for a 0” setback on the right hand side of the 
triangular-shaped lot and approval for a 0” setback on the left hand side of the 
rectangular-shaped lot at 416 Roberts St for the construction of a RETAINING 
WALL that will cross both lots (see EXHIBIT L for critical lot plan, and EXHIBIT 
M for side detail of house showing retaining wall).  The retaining wall is required 
due to provide stability for the soil on the slope (see EXHIBIT K for example). 

Criteria #3:  Such relief may be granted without substantial detriment to the public 
good and without substantially impairing the purpose and intent of the zoning map 
and this Ordinance. 

• Both lots are adjacent to each other and are owned by the same couple.  From the 
street they appear as a single lot.  The triangle lot could not be reasonably sold 
for any use other than as a part of 416 Roberts St, so the two will never be 
separated.  The only setbacks affected are between the two lots and the 
RETAINING WALL will not encroach into any neighbor’s property. The house 
itself will be constructed on the rectangular lot and will meet all other R4 zoning 
ordinances. 

Variance request #3: 84”-high retaining wall. 
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Criteria #1:  Where, by reason of exceptional narrowness, shallowness, or shape of a 
specific piece of property … or by reason of exceptional topographic conditions or other 
extraordinary and exceptional situation or condition, such piece of property is not able 
to accommodate development as required under this Ordinance; 

• Our lot’s topography requires a basement-level side entry garage constructed 
near the bottom of a slope that will be partially excavated as part of construction 
of a driveway leading to the garage.   

• The rectangular lot at 416 Roberts St is approximately 211’ deep and 64’ wide.  
The very back of the lot is approximately 11’ lower than the very front of the lot.  
There is a steep slope beginning approximately 64’ from the front, which is 9-10’ 
behind the 54.6’ M.B.S.L.  The grade in that area is fast and steep, with a 14-20% 
slope (front to back) and extends from the left lot line to the right lot line.  The 
back half of the lot is mostly level after the slope (see EXHIBIT E). 

• The triangular lot at 416 Roberts St is approximately 211’ deep and 44’ wide at the 
front and 0’ at the back.  It is flat and the majority of it sits at a lower elevation 
than the rectangular lot. 

• The area of the slope where the retaining wall will be constructed is the steepest 
on the property and crosses both rectangular and triangular lots.  The elevation 
changes 7-8’ (see EXHIBIT K, EXHIBIT N, EXHIBIT O, and EXHIBIT ), and 
extends around the corner on the triangular lot. 

Criteria #2:  The strict application of any provision enacted under this Ordinance would 
result in peculiar and exceptional practical difficulties to or exceptional hardship upon 
the owner of such property; 

• We are requesting approval for a 84”-high RETAINING WALL to reinforce and 
provide stability for the soil at the higher elevation near the garage.  The actual 
height of the wall will likely be less than 84”, but the exact height will be unknown 
until we begin excavation and construction (see EXHIBIT L for CRITICAL LOT 
PLAN that includes retaining wall detail from the surveyor, and EXHIBIT M for 
location of retaining wall by garage).  We are requesting the worst-case height so 
we do not require another variance. 

Criteria #3:  Such relief may be granted without substantial detriment to the public 
good and without substantially impairing the purpose and intent of the zoning map 
and this Ordinance. 
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• The highest section of the retaining wall will be set back 60’+ into the property 
and and will not be visible from the street.  As the wall turns the corner, it will be 
below 48” and within compliance with the ordinance.  The wall will be engineered 
and properly designed to meet all other criteria for a retaining wall that exceeds 
48”.  It will be esthetically pleasing and there will be landscaping elements or 
ornamental fencing installed at the top to ensure someone does not accidentally 
walk off.  It does not encroach into any neighbors property.

Page 25 of 42



EXHIBITS 

EXHIBIT A:  Shows final plat and both lots owned by Austin and Nicole Grogan. 

EXHIBIT B:  Hand drawn plat from 1958. 

EXHIBIT C:  Hand drawn plat from 1958 with markup from Franklin City Planning 
Dept staff showing current ownership of lots. 

EXHIBIT D:  Final plat showing lot lines from 1958 that are causing the issue combing 
the two lots.  Also shows that 418 Roberts was allowed to be constructed on top of 
LOT 29’s lot line, the root cause of combining the lots. 

EXHIBIT E:  Zoning map with 14-20% grade selected showing area behind MBSL with 
grade that would keep us from building a garage or driveway on. 

EXHIBIT F:  View from drivers seat of vehicle parked on grade.  Provided as an 
example of being unable to see immediately in front of the vehicle (please note the 
white child’s toy vehicle cannot be seen). 

EXHIBIT G:  View from side showing steep slope with vehicle parked on slope and 
child’s toy immediately in front.  Provided to show how dangerous a driveway on a 
residential lot like this can be. 

EXHIBIT H:  View from street showing the two side by side lots. 

EXHIBIT I:  View from street showing the two side by side lots with focus on the 
triangle lot.  Provided to show how the triangle has been used as a driveway and could 
not serve another purpose. 

EXHIBIT J:  View on triangle lot where driveway and retaining wall will be. 

EXHIBIT K:  View from rear of lot with markup showing where driveway and retaining 
wall will be. 

EXHIBIT L:  Critical lot plan showing the area where the variance is needed.  Shows 
the only setbacks affected are on lots we own.  Also shows retaining wall detail in 
upper right corner of page 1. 

EXHIBIT M:  Side view of home and basement-level garage.  Shows location of 
retaining wall and provides example of why the retaining wall needs to exceed 48”. 

EXHIBIT N:  View from rear of yard showing retaining wall. 
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EXHIBIT O:  View from front of yard showing retaining wall.
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Rectangular lot

Triangular lot

EXHIBIT A
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EXHIBIT B
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EXHIBIT C
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EXHIBIT D
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EXHIBIT E
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EXHIBIT F
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EXHIBIT G
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EXHIBIT H
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EXHIBIT I
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EXHIBIT J
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EXHIBIT K
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EXHIBIT L
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EXHIBIT M
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EXHIBIT N
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EXHIBIT O
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	  Notice is hereby given that a meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals will be held on the date, time, and location listed above. Additional information can be found at www.franklintn.gov/planning. For accommodations due to disabilities or other special arrangements, please contact the Human Resources Department at (615) 791-3216, at least 24 hours prior to the meeting.
	  Applicants are encouraged to attend the meeting, even if they agree with staff recommendation. The Board of Zoning Appeals may defer or disapprove an application/request unless someone is present to represent it.
	 Comments on agenda items may be made in person at city hall or by emailing planningintake@franklintn.gov until the day prior to the meeting. Emailed comments will be provided to the Commission and included in the minutes, but not read aloud in their entirety during the meeting.
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	 CITIZEN COMMENTS (Open for citizens to be heard on any issue or concern, including those related to items on the agenda. Please submit a Speaker Card at the beginning of the meeting if you would like to address the Commission. If you would like to speak on an agenda item, the Chair will hold your comment until the public comment period associated with the item. As provided by law, the Commission shall make no decisions or consideration of action of citizen comments for items not on the agenda, except to refer the matter to the Planning Director/Staff for administrative consideration, or to a schedule the matter for consideration at a later date. Those addressing the Commission are requested to come to the microphone and identify themselves by name and address for the official record. The Chair may restrict the period for public comment, including the length of the public comment period, the number of individuals who can speak and the length of time each individual may speak. When time allows, the standard individual public comment time is two minutes.)
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