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- - - SLIDE 1 (Cover) - - - 
 
Good evening. 
 
As Mayor Finley stated in November, we’re doing a good job at managing growth. Our 
policy has generally met its intent to scale back growth and restrain our student 
population…but just barely. We remain on the verge of schools bursting at the seams, 
and we can’t afford to stretch the growth policy beyond this intent. 
 
You must rely on sufficiently complete and wholly accurate information to make your 
decisions. Yet in the case of these two proposals, I believe you’ve been offered 
incomplete, misleading, and even false information. 
 
- - - SLIDE 2 (Myth or Fact (Developments)) - - - 
 
Case in point. I’m 55, and I’ll have kids in Madison City Schools until 2025. Despite 
suggesting that Barnett’s Crossing will be a 55 and over community, there is absolutely 
nothing in the development agreement that prohibits school-aged children. This is a 
simple fact of how federal law is written. Unless this is a 62 or older community, the 
Housing for Older Person’s Act permits school-aged children to live in age-restricted 
communities, unless specific restrictions are imposed by community regulation and 
bound by the development agreement. 
 
The Bellawoods developer claimed his development agreement precludes building 
additional houses if fewer were built in prior phases, but that’s absolutely false. There’s 
a provision in both agreements that permits catch-up construction. In fact, there are 
even provisions to exceed the phasing limits. 
 
Before we can evaluate the merits, or critera, of a given development, we must first 
consider if they qualify for consideration by applying screening criteria. For us, the West 
Side Master Plan and the Growth Policy serve as screening criteria. Since these are 
proposed amendments to the West Side Master Plan, we know they don’t pass that 
test. 
 
The growth policy is debatable, as it doesn’t have objective standards. 
 
I am going to hold comment on the next two slides until the hearings for those 
respective properties. Please move to slide 5. 
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- - - SLIDE 3 (Bellawoods West) - - - 
 
Bellawoods presumes to fall under the policy provision that permits rezoning if we are 
protecting a tree canopy. It doesn’t state 100 trees, 10 trees, or 1 tree. But in this case, 
it’s a moot point. There isn’t a single tree that will be protected on any buildable 
property; this is wide open farmland. The only trees are behind a creek, in a flood zone, 
and in a space designated to be a Park and Natural Area. Those trees aren’t going 
anywhere regardless of zoning, and it’s a farce to suggest otherwise. 
 
This RC-2 injects a higher density of housing than even RC-1. Houses encroach into 
the flood zone. And it converts proposed zoning that was to include commercial and 
other uses. Look at the missed commercial opportunities from the huge Holladay 
intersection nearby. 
 
- - - SLIDE 4 (Barnett’s Crossing) - - - 
 
Similarly, Barnett’s Crossing is an open field with scant trees beyond a creek and in a 
flood zone. It protects no canopy, or for that matter wetland or creek bed, not already 
protected better with current or master-planned zoning. 
 
Our policy permits development of single family homes ONLY for single lots that are 
infill to age-restricted housing. Exactly how is 53% of the development considered 
single lot infill to the 47% of age-restricted housing? 
 
This proposal will bring in 181 homes instead of the 17 permitted by the plan. 
 
The areas where RC-2 and R3 rezoning are being requested do not fall within the 
criteria of either the RTA or PNA place types. 
Therefore, to meet growth policy screening criteria, the proposal must be 1) age-
restricted, 2) infill, and 3) compatible with projected densities. This is none of those. 
 
And just like Kyser, this would put purported senior housing along railroad tracks and 
inside a flight zone that violates the FAA acoustics threshold of 55 LDN. 
(LDN = day night average sound level) 
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- - - SLIDE 5 (Myth or Fact (Schools)) - - - 
 
There reportedly was daylight between school leadership and the data that projects 
student populations relative to school capacity, resulting in a belief that the schools can 
absorb virtually any influx of students. This is false. 
 
School leadership has affirmed their agreement with the data, which was projected 
independently by the Growth Impact Committee and by GMC, data which has been 
largely consistent between the reports as well as with actual numbers. 
 
- - - SLIDE 6 (School Capacity Projections – current model) - - - 
 
School leaders also agree that we’ll run out of elementary school space by 2026, unless 
we find solutions. 
 
If we add 400 elementary seats, for which we don’t have funds, it only buys two years 
until we need another school, for which we also don’t have any appropriated funds. 
(98% to 92%, then 98% again in 2028 under current model). 
 
- - - SLIDE 7 (School Capacity Projections – 3.3% model) - - - 
 
School leaders believe we can mitigate the high school demand through hybrid learning 
and expanded dual-enrollment, with a potential net space savings of 20%, nearly an 
entire grade. This is not yet modeled, and it is ambitious, but we do have some little 
time to work it. 
 
Reservation about hybrid learning is that people don’t come to Madison for home or 
virtual schooling. They come for high quality campus learning. But there is certainly a 
degree of promise in this opportunity. 
 
I remind too that Triana’s residential growth is not regulated, is increasing dramatically, 
and is defeating our growth policy goals. We must consider that enormous influx when 
making our own decisions. 
 
On these charts, red is bad, but yellow is still not good. Our class sizes and other 
conditions will remain stressed. 
 
So even with best-case scenarios and mitigations, we’ll need new additions and new 
schools. 
 
- - - SLIDE 8 (Myth or Fact (Traffic & Roads)) - - - 
 
The premise that our road capacities are adequate to support these developments is 
further illusion. Our Transportation Master Plan is rife with artificially inflated input and 
commensurately incorrect output. 
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- - - SLIDE 9 (Traffic Congestion Levels) - - - 
 
You know from personal experience that the transportation report’s claim that there is 
no congestion anywhere in Madison except a small stretch of Highway 72 is false. 
 
- - - SLIDE 10 (Recommended Parkway) - - - 
 
To support anticipated development, our West Side Master Plan requires streets to 
conform to the cross sections contained within the plan. 
(timeframe: 3 years or less, i.e. by 2019) 
 
The plan requires proof of adequate mobility and connectivity prior to rezoning or 
subdivision approval. 
 
The top image shows what Huntsville-Browns Ferry is supposed to look like, and below 
is how it really is. 
 
- - - SLIDE 11 (Recommended Avenue) - - - 
 
The top image here shows what Hardiman is supposed to look like, and the photo 
shows how it really is. 
 
Notice how the narrow width of the road creates a safety hazard as the yellow truck 
passes, nearly clipping mailboxes and garbage cans while also nearly forcing oncoming 
traffic off the road. 
 
Imagine a school bus here. 
 
- - - SLIDE 12 (Growth Plan Standing) - - - 
 
This slide shows in Red the programmed endstate of our West Side Master Plan. The 
Yellow band shows the managed growth of our Growth Policy. 
The black band shows where Bellawoods and Barnett’s Crossing lie…outside the scope 
of both plan and policy. 
 
The West Side Master Plan states that plans are only as good as their implementation, 
and that the plan should be used to guide rezoning and annexation decisions, and 
ultimately to guide all persons and entities interested in advancing the quality of life in 
Madison. 
 
- - - SLIDE 13 (Evaluation) - - - 
 
This is not something that is just a continuous improvement recommendation or need. 
Quality growth management is an immediate need. 
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These cases demonstrate that there are policy deficiencies that can and must be 
addressed before we make precedent-setting decisions that adversely impact our 
community and, in at least one case, permanently deprive us of revenue-generating 
land. 
 
If we’re not in alignment with our plan and policy, then why are we doing it? 
 
We can either make a decision to approve rezonings that are founded on false 
premises, or we can make the perhaps difficult but right call to disapprove them 
 
Good enough is no longer good enough. We’re ready for better. 
 
Thank you. 
 
- - - SLIDE 14 (Recommendations) - - - 
 
- - - SLIDE 15 (Recommendations) - - - 
 
 
 


