
PLANNING COMMISSION 

PACKET 
 

June 20, 2019 

 

Hello All, 

 

Enclosed please find your packet for the meeting of July 1, 2019.   

 

We have: 

 Amendment to the Lane Parke PUD to amend the Traffic and Access 

Plan (Drive-Through Access Plan) to allow 2 additional drive through 

facilities. 

 Two resurveys 

 Amendment to the Professional District to allow Business Offices  

 

If you receive any citizen inquiries regarding these cases the plans may be 

viewed by going to: 

www.mtnbrook.org 

- Calendar (upper right corner) 

- Planning Commission (July 1, 2019)  

- Meeting Information (for agenda) and Supporting Documents (to view 

proposed plans select link associated with the case number) 

 

If you have any questions about these cases please don’t hesitate to give me 

a call at 802-3816 or send me an email at hazend@mtnbrook.org. 

 

 

Looking forward to seeing you on Monday!   

Dana  
 

http://www.mtnbrook.org/
mailto:hazend@mtnbrook.org


 

  MEETING AGENDA 

CITY OF MOUNTAIN BROOK 

PLANNING COMMISSION  

JULY 1, 2019 

PRE-MEETING: (ROOM A106) 4:45 P.M. 

REGULAR MEETING: (ROOM A108) 5:30 P.M.  

CITY HALL, 56 CHURCH STREET, MOUNTAIN BROOK, AL 35213 

 

 

1. Call To Order 

 

2. Approval of Agenda  

 

3. Approval of Minutes:   June 3, 2019  

 

4. Case P-19-19:   Resurvey of Lot C-1 Highlands Sector, Mountain Brook Estates, Originally 

recorded in Map Book 20, Page 99, located in the SW ¼ Section 9, Twp-18S, R-2W, Mountain 

Brook, Jefferson County, Alabama.  2916 and 2920 Cherokee Road 

 

5. Case P-19-20:  Request for approval of an amendment to the Planned Unit Development (PUD) 

for Lane Parke.  2655 Lane Park Road   

 

6. Case P-19-21:  A Resurvey of Lots 2, 3 & Part of Lot 4, Block 4 Country Club Gardens, as 

recorded in Map Book 15, Page 10, in the Office of the Judge of Probate, Jefferson County, 

Alabama; situated in the NW ¼ of Section 4, Twp-18S, R-2W, Jefferson County, Alabama; 

together with part of an alley vacated by declaration and resolution recorded in Volume 4433, 

Page 500.   43 Country Club Boulevard 

 

7. Amendment to Article X (Professional District). 

 

8. Next Meeting:  August 5, 2019 

 

9. Adjournment 
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The Engineering & Land Surveying Group, LLC 
3621 Kingshill Road 

Mountain Brook, Alabama 35223 
Phone 205-6 17-0565 
\i \\\\ . ca~~c I l s .~ .  -- " COIII 

SDVOSB 

May 15,2019 

Ms. Dana 0. Hazen, AICP 
Director of Planning, Building & Sustainability 
City of Mountain Brook 
56 Church Street 
Mountain Brook, AL 3 52 13 

Re: 291 6 and 2920 Cherokee Road Resurvey 

Dear Ms. Hazen: 

Transmitted herewith is the required information and documentation for the resurvey of the two parcels at 
291 6 and 2920 Cherokee Road into one lot, the original lot. 

The purpose of this resurvey is to allow the owner to build a new residence in the area were two 
residences previously existed. The new home location would cross "parcel" lines. 

If you need any additional information, please feel free to contact me via email of phone. 

Yours truly, , . , \, 

Project No 180010- Jimmy Lee Resurve~ 

P-19-19
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     Resurvey in existing Estate zoning 

 

 Combining two lots into one lot for construction of new single family dwelling.  

There is only one house existing today (to be demolished). 

 

 May be approved as a final plat; the following corrections for the final plat are 

required by the Subdivision Regulations, and are suggested as conditions of 

approval: 

 

1) Correct spelling of “Mountain” in title; 

 

2) Correct spelling of “Chairman” in signature block. 

 

 Meets the Zoning Regulations for the Estate district. 

 

 Overall layout is acceptable, with the final plat to fully comply with all 

applicable requirements of the Mountain Brook Subdivision Regulations. 

 

 No floodplain present. 

 

 No relevant history or prior cases. 

 

 Project Data:   

 

NAME:  Lot C-1, Highlands Section, Mountain Brook Estates 

 

CURRENT ZONING: Estate Residence 

 

OWNER:  James Lee 

 

LOCATION: 2916 and 2920 Cherokee Road 
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Petition Summary 
Request for approval of an amendment to the Planned Unit Development (PUD) for Lane 

Parke.   

 

Analysis 
The proposed PUD amendment has 3 prongs: 

1.  To allow 2 drive-thrus to access Rele Street (primary frontage street), where the 

approved PUD prohibits drive-thru access to a primary frontage street. 

2. To amend the Traffic & Access Plan to allow alternate drive-thru locations 

(especially adding one to Block 8). 

3. To amend the Base Zoning Standards to allow 4 drive-thrus instead of 3. 

 

Traffic Study of Drive-Through Queue 
 

Proposed Coffee Shop (Block 10) 

The proposed drive-thru lane that is to access a coffee shop (Block 10) has the capacity to 

store nine vehicles.  At the bottom of Page 5 (Skipper Queue Study), based on a Skipper 

study of a Starbucks in Trussville, it is anticipated that the queue for the proposed coffee 

shop would exceed the nine-queue storage available for 6 minutes per day, as follows: 

 

 The queue will exceed storage by one vehicle for three (3) minutes 

 The queue will exceed storage by two vehicles for one (1) minute 

 The queue will exceed storage by three vehicles for one (1) minute 

 The queue will exceed storage by four vehicles for one (1) minute 

 

If the queue exceeds the nine car available queue storage, vehicles will interfere with the 

flow of traffic on Jemison Lane. 

 

Proposed Fast Casual Restaurant (Block 8) 

The proposed drive-thru lane that is to access a fast-casual restaurant (Block 8) has the 

capacity to store two vehicles.  Charts on Pages 5 and 6 of the Skipper Queue Study 

indicate frequent excesses of the 2-car queue storage limit throughout the day (between 

4-6 cars in the queue).  At the bottom of Page 6, the study indicates that no queue is 

expected to impede traffic on Culver Road. 

 

However, if the queue exceeds the two car available queue storage, vehicles will interfere 

with the use of on-site parking (behind the Ray & Poynor building) and it would seem 

that there is at least some unknown risk a queue could impede traffic flow on Culver 

Road. 

 

 

 

 



 

Planning Commission’s Role 
An amendment to a PUD zoning is tantamount to rezoning, and the PC’s role is to make a 

recommendation to the city council. 

 

Affected Regulation 
Article XVI, Planned Unit Development District; Section 129-266, Additional 

Requirements and Provisions 

 

Appends 
LOCATION:  2655 Lane Parke Road 

 

ZONING DISTRICT:  Planned Unit Development 

 

OWNER:  Evson, Inc. 
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B a s e  Z o n i n g  D i s t r i c t  S t a n d a r d s

Required Lot Width & Minimum Lot Depth

Free-Standing 60’ width

Not Applicable

Lane Parke will be divided into Parcels as identified on Page 
3 of this PUD Application.  The Design Standards and 
Illustrative Master Plan contemplate buildings and structures 
being oriented with respect to such Parcels, so minimum lot 
widths and depths are not necessary.

Street-Front 25’ width

Residential 60’ width; 100’ depth

Street Wall

Street-Front Street wall to cover 90-100% of a lot
Not applicable to drive aisles and access points to any 
structured parking

To allow for efficient vehicular travel and convenient access to 
parking within the Lane Parke Plan.

Residential Street wall to cover 65-100% of a lot Not Applicable
To allow for greater spacing between buildings, and to provide a 
center courtyard for the addition of green space and amenities.

Primary Entrances

Primary 
Entrances

One (1) primary entrance to be located every 50’ of 
street frontage on Primary Frontages

Exceptions permissible with respect to tenants occupying 
in excess of 4,000 square feet of space that require single 
point entry

To accommodate the requirements of larger tenants in the Lane 
Parke Plan.

Facade Projections

Free-Standing
Bay windows and balconies may extend up to 5’ from 
the facade, but may not extend over front building line.

Bay windows and balconies may extend up to 3’ over the 
front building line.

To allow for more variation on buildings that preserve a tight 
street edge.

Parking, Vehicle and Pedestrian Access Standards

Parking 
Quantity

Retail-5 per 1,000; Service-5 per 1,000; Office-4 per 
1000; Residential-2 per dwelling unit plus visitor spaces

Parking quantity and access will be implemented in 
accordance with the Parking, Access and Traffic Plan 
included in Section 13 of this PUD application

Parking quantities incorporate shared use reductions, as allowed 
by the Village Overlay Standards.

Parking 
Design

Parking for all residential uses shall be located in the 
rear of any residential building, and no parking shall be 
permitted in any front yard or side yard; allowance for 
visitor parking in front of any building if located on –
street and available for public use

Parking design for the Residential Use Area will be 
implemented in accordance with the Parking, Access 
and Traffic Plan included in Section 13 of this PUD 
application, which does not forbid parking in front or 
side yards

This will allow for multiple, yet smaller and more discreet, 
parking fields and is necessary to provide a center courtyard for 
the addition of green space and amenities.  The location of the 
Residential Buildings away from the commercial core of Lane 
Parke and the Village mitigates the aesthetic impacts of parking 
areas within front and side yards.

Vehicle Access 
Limitations

Vehicle access to all lots shall be limited according 
to frontage type on the applicable Building and 
Development Regulating Plan

The limitation on vehicle access to buildings for both 
Primary and Secondary Frontages shall not apply to 
drive aisles and access points to any structured parking, 
as generally depicted in the Illustrative Master Plan

To allow for efficient vehicular travel and convenient access 
to parking within the Plan, so service areas will be located in 
accordance with the Parking, Access and Traffic Plan in Section 
13 of this PUD Application.

Drive-through 
Facilities

Drive-through facilities may be permitted only where 
ingress and egress is provided from a Secondary or 
Access Street as identified in the Master Plan

Drive-through facilities shall be permissible in three (3) 
locations in accordance with the Design Standards

The Design Standards comply with the spirit of the Village 
Overlay Standards but specific streets in the Lane Parke Plan 
vary from the layout in the Village Master Plan.

Service Yards

Service Yards

Residence G Standards and Local Business District 
Standards require service yards to be located at the 
rear of the buildings and specify size and material 
requirements

Does not require service yards to be at the rear and 
dictates that service yards be screened from view (see 
Design Standards)

Some of the buildings in the Lane Parke Plan do not have a 
rear yard and will have streets on all sides.  Accordingly, service 
areas shall be located in accordance with the Parking, Access 
and Traffic Plan and screened in accordance with the Design 
Standards.

Material Specifications

Standards
All buildings shall have one primary material covering at 
least 70% of building facades

The primary material for Residential Buildings may 
consist of less than 70% coverage of the building facades

To break up the scale of this larger (up to 4-story) building 
type.

Building 
Materials

Primary Materials and Secondary Materials do not 
include the use of painted brick

Allows for the use of painted brick
To provide greater variety without compromising the aesthetic 
of Mountain Brook Village.

Sidewalk Width
Sidewalk 
Width

Sidewalks on primary streets shall be 8-12’ wide
The sidewalk on the section of Lane Parke Road north of 
Park Lane Court South shall be 6’ minimum

This sidewalk will not support retail traffic and will serve as a  
transition to residential areas north of Lane Parke.

Additional notes:
1. Utilities. The Building Typology requirements do not apply where utility 

easements and drainage/floodway easements prohibit the ability to 
conform.

2. Ray Building. To the extent the Ray Building does not comply with the 
Village Overlay Standards, the Local Business District requirements or the 
Design Standards in any respect, no alterations to the Ray Building shall 
be required and the Ray Building may remain as currently constructed as 
a legal non-conforming structure. Any future material exterior alterations 
or renovations to the Ray Building shall conform to the appropriate 
Architectural Style set forth in the Pattern Book.

3. Design Standards. The Design Standards are hereby incorporated herein 
by reference and any provisions thereof not expressly identified above that 
deviate from the Village Overlay Standards, the Residence G Standards 
or the Local Business District regulations shall be permissible. To the 
extent any provisions of the Design Standards are inconsistent with the 
provisions of the Village Overlay Standards, the Residence G Standards 
or the Local Business District regulations, the Design Standards shall 
control.

4. Parking Design.  The requirements related to Parking Design shall not 
apply, as parking and access will be implemented in accordance with 
the Parking, Access and Traffic Plan included in Section 13 of this PUD 
Application.
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Lane Parke PUD Drive‐Through Analysis    Mountain Brook, Alabama 

Skipper Consulting, Inc.    Page 1 

Introduction 
 
This  report  documents  a  traffic  analysis  to  support  a  change  in  PUD  use  for  the  Lane  Parke  PUD  in 
Mountain Brook, Alabama, in order to allow construction of two uses with drive‐through windows. One 
shop is proposed to be a Coffee Shop, and the other is proposed to be a fast‐casual restaurant (not fast 
food). The proposed shop locations within the PUD and orientation of the drive‐through lane is shown in 
Figure 1. 
 

 
Figure 1. Drive‐Through Locations 

 
Drive‐Through Storage 
 
The drive‐through  lane  for  the Coffee Shop has  the  capacity  to  store approximately nine  (9) vehicles 
beginning at the window before the queue begins to block traffic flow on Jemsion Lane. The drive‐through 
lane  for  the Fast‐Casual Restaurant has  the ability  to store  two  (2) vehicles beginning at  the window. 
Another five (5) vehicles can be stored in the parking area along the rear of shops D1, D2, and D3 before 
the queue begins to block traffic flow on Culver Road. 
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Existing Queue Length Studies 
 
Existing studies for drive‐through queues for Coffee Shops are limited to one report containing maximum 
queue lengths for six Coffee Shops located in Minnesota and Kansas. The data in the report is limited to 
reporting  the maximum observed queue during a 24‐hour period. A graphical depiction of  the data  is 
shown below.  
 

 
Source: Drive‐Through Queue Generation, Mike Spack, P.E., et al 

 
The data collected in Minnesota and Kansas can be statistically analyzed to yield the following: 
 

 Average Maximum Queue – 10.2 vehicles 

 85th Percentile Queue – 13 vehicles 

 Maximum Queue – 16 vehicle 
 
No existing studies for drive‐through queues for Fast‐Casual Restaurants were located in literature search. 
 
New Queue Length Data Collection 
 
Existing queue length studies available were determined to be insufficient for the purposes of this report. 
In order to provide a complete picture of the queues, not only the length of the maximum queues must 
be determined, but also the duration (in minutes) of any queues which exceed the storage available needs 
to be known in order to make sound decisions regarding the proposal. Therefore, in order to provide a 
complete picture of queue lengths, Skipper Consulting, Inc. undertook new research to determine queue 
lengths for drive‐throughs for Coffee Shops and Fast‐Casual Restaurants. The sites selected for detailed 
data collection were: 
 

 Coffee Shops 
o Starbucks on U.S. Highway 11 in Trussville 
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o Starbucks on Montclair Road in Birmingham 

 Fast‐Casual Restaurant 
o Panera Bread on U.S. Highway 11 in Trussville. 

 
Data collection was performed by observing the queues during the morning, midday, and afternoon peak 
periods, with the queue data collected minute‐by‐minute.  The results of the queue length data collection 
are depicted in the following graphs. 
 

COFFEE SHOP QUEUES 
 

 
 

 



Lane Parke PUD Drive‐Through Analysis    Mountain Brook, Alabama 

Skipper Consulting, Inc.    Page 4 

 

 
 
 

FAST‐CASUAL RESTAURANT QUEUES 
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Analysis of Queue Lengths 
 
Coffee Shop 
 
The longest queues (both in length and duration) for the Coffee Shop is during the morning peak period. 
Based on the data collected, it is estimated that the queue for the proposed Coffee Shop will exceed the 
available storage of nine (9) vehicles for six (6) minutes during the morning peak period. More specifically, 
 

 The queue will exceed storage by one vehicle for three (3) minutes 

 The queue will exceed storage by two vehicles for one (1) minute 

 The queue will exceed storage by three vehicles for one (1) minute 

 The queue will exceed storage by four vehicles for one (1) minute 
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During the midday peak period, it is projected that the queue will never exceed the storage. And during 
the afternoon peak period, it is projected that the queue will exceed the storage for three (3) minutes, 
with the storage exceeded by one (1) vehicle during those three (3) minutes. 
 
Or, in other words, there is would be projected to be minor disruption to traffic flow on Jemison Lane for 
six (6) minutes each weekday, with the possibility of both directions of traffic flow being disrupted for up 
to three (3) minutes each weekday. 
 
Fast‐Casual Restaurant 
 
The queue length data collected for the Fast‐Casual Restaurant shows that the primary storage of two (2) 
vehicles is projected to be frequently exceeded during the time periods analyzed. However, the projected 
queue lengths never exceed the available storage including the parking areas behind shops D1, D2, and 
D3. Or, in other words, it is projected that the drive‐through for the Fast‐Casual Restaurant would never 
impact traffic flow on Culver Road. 
 



Planning Commission Application 
PART I 

Proiect Data 

Address of Subject Property 43 Country Club Boulevard, Mountain Brook, AL 35213 

Zoning Classification Residence A 

Name of Property Owner(s) Dorothy Fay Hall 
fmhtwo@aol.com and 

Phone Number (205) 879-7925 Email lisahelliott@reagan.com 

Name of Representative Agent (if applicable) 

Charles A. J. Beavers, Jr. 

Phone Number (205) 521-8620 Emai l cbeavers@bradley.com 

Name of Engineer or Surveyor Steven M. Allen / ALLSURV, LLC 

Phone Number (205) 663-425 1 Emai l leftahairl@yahoo.com 

[&) Property owner or representative agent must be present at hearing 

Plans 

[&) See applicable Section of the Zoning Ordinance for submittal requirements 

pertaining to your particular application. Applicable Code Section may be found 

in Part 11, list of application types. Contact City Planner with any specific 

questions as to required plans submittal. 
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Clean-Up Resurvey and Lot Line Adjustment  in Existing Residence A zoning 

 

Request 

As may be seen on the attached survey, the subject property is comprised of Lot 2, Lot 3, 

a portion of a vacated alley, and a portion of Lot 4.  The subject of the proposed resurvey 

is two-fold:   

 

1.  To “clean up” the rear of the lots, thereby incorporating that portion of the 

vacated alley, and a portion of Lot 4, into Lots 2 and 3. 

2. To adjust the interior lot line between Lot 2 and Lot 3, to accommodate an 

existing house on Lot 3 that encroaches 7 feet across the interior lot line onto 

Lot 2. 

 

Background 

The single family home that exists on the property was likely built prior to the city’s 

incorporation.  At that time Jefferson County allowed houses to be built across such 

property lines, so long as both lots are owned by one entity.   

 

In 1995, the property owner had a plan to build a house for herself on Lot 2, and sell the 

existing house on Lot 3.  At that time it was formerly acknowledged by the city of 

Mountain Brook’s then City Attorney, Building Superintendent and Chairman of the 

Board of Zoning Adjustment that the lots were to remain separate, buildable lots, and that 

private covenants could be recorded to allow the continued encroachment of the existing 

house on Lot 2, together with a 5-foot easement around the encroaching portion of the 

house for the purposes of access and maintenance. 

 

The covenants were recorded are attached herein.  As noted above, the covenants 

included, on Lot 2, a 5-foot easement around the encroaching portion of the house.  This 

easement was a rectangle that was approximately 12.5 feet from the common interior 

property line, and accommodated the 7-foot encroachment plus a 5-foot access strip 

around the encroachment (see attached depiction of the easement as noted in the recorded 

covenants).     

 

Said proposed construction having not commenced, and under the advice of her attorney, 

in 2005 the property owner went before the Board of Zoning Adjustment to confirm that 

a variance would not be needed in the future event of the development of Lot 2.  The 

BZA confirmed that no variance would be needed.   

 

Nonetheless, the property owner never carried out the plan to build on Lot 2 and sell the 

house on Lot 3.  Today, the entire property is for sale, and the property owner and 

prospective buyers have sought confirmation from the city that it is prepared to honor the 

agreement and covenants, to allow the house to on Lot 3 to remain, and to allow Lot 2 to 



be developed as a separate lot.  While the city is not formally bound to the 1995 

agreement and covenants, the city is prepared to honor them. 

 

Present day discussions about the 1995 agreement and recorded covenants have led the 

staff to recommend to the property owner that a resurvey be submitted to the planning 

commission, adjusting the interior property line between Lot 2 and Lot 3 such that it 

mimics the shape of the recorded easement, and, if approved, would eliminate the need 

for the covenants and easement. 

 

Variance from the Subdivision Regulations 

The subdivision regulations indicate that an approved resurvey shall comply with the 

underlying zoning requirements, unless a variance from the subdivision regulations is 

approved by the planning commission.  In the case of Residence-A zoning, the minimum 

lot size is 30,000 square feet.  Each of the existing lots (2 and 3) is currently 

nonconforming with respect to size: Lot 2 is approximately 22,000 and Lot 3 is 

approximately 21,000. 

 

The proposed lot line adjust shifts approximately 475 square feet from Lot 3 to Lot 2, the 

existing house being wholly contained on Lot 3-A, with a southwest side setback of 5 

feet.  This proposed configuration mimics that of the covenants and easement already in 

place, but is a cleaner approach to the same end.  If approved, future development of 

these lots would then fall under the zoning regulations in place at the time of any 

proposed construction. 

 

An Aside 

If the resurvey is approved, the existing patio (hardscape around the portion of the house 

that encroaches) may remain.  Nothing would preclude those improvements from 

crossing the interior property lie between proposed Lots 2-A and 3-A. 

 

 

 May be approved as a final plat. 

 

 Overall layout is acceptable, with the final plat to fully comply with all 

applicable requirements of the Mountain Brook Subdivision Regulations. 

 

 No floodplain present. 

 

 Project Data:   

 

NAME:  A Resurvey of Lots 2, 3 & Part of 4, Block 4, Country Club Gardens  

  

CURRENT ZONING: Residence A 

 

OWNER:  Dorothy Fay Hall 

 

LOCATION: 43 Country Club Boulevard  
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Professional District Amendment 
 

 

Recent Background 
On April 23, 2019, the city council approved ORD 2044, which amended the 

Professional District regulations.  The permitted use category was “cleaned up” to 

eliminate some antiquated uses (such as an allowance for the assembling of frames and 

an allowance for private dance schools, etc.), leaving professional offices as the only 

permitted use.   A new section was added to the professional district regulations that 

requires a conditional use approval for the establishment of any new professional use on 

any parcel approved for rezoning to the Professional District after April 23, 2019. 

 

Subject Amendment 
The amendment herein proposed would add language to the permitted uses to allow 

business offices.  Chapter 125 of the city’s municipal code defines business and 

professional offices as follows: 

 

Office, business. Office uses that provide employment and space for the administrative 

affairs of businesses, but that do not generally involve frequent or intensive interactions 

by clients or general consumers on a daily basis, and where the delivery of the product or 

service does not necessarily need to occur on the premises. 

 

Office, professional. Offices uses such as accountants, architects, attorneys, dentists, 

engineers, insurance agents, physicians, realtors, surgeons or persons conducting similar 

occupations or professions whose occupation or profession often requires professional 

licenses or certification. 

 

In the recently approved amendment to the Professional District, business offices were 

not purposely.  The Office Park District, for example, allows both types of office uses.   

 

Other Context for Discussion 
It has recently come to the attention of staff that a particular “service” use (The Scribbler) 

is proposed at the townhouse professional property at the corner of 21
st
 Avenue South 

and Cahaba Road, in English Village.  When asked by the Scribbler business owner about 

the zoning for said property (Professional District) the question came up as to what type 

of use The Scribbler is considered to be, and whether or not it is a permitted use in the 

professional district, which led to further discussion about what types of “services” uses 

might be appropriate on a professionally-zoned property, if any. 

 

For example, The Scribbler, which was formerly located in the local business district (on 

Church Street) at one time was a combination retail/ personalized-invitation store.  Gifts 

were available for purchase, but a large part of the business involved the ordering of 

personalized invitations and stationary via an on-site designer/consultant.    

 



The Scribbler has since revised its business plan to involve only the designer/consultant 

part of the business, whereby clients (often by appointment) come to the “studio” to meet 

with a consultant and design and order personalized stationary and invitations (retail sales 

of gift products are not offered).  Since this business, for example, is primarily one-on-

one consulting (by appointment), it is not wholly unlike a business or professional office, 

but it has some characteristics of a service nature, as well. 

 

One question before the planning commission, in this regard, is whether this type of “soft 

service use” might be better suited in a professional district rather than in the local 

business district?  Is this type of use what the city desires to limit to the local business 

district on the primary “retail streets?” Perhaps a different zoning district might better 

accommodate this type of soft “service” use. The word “service” is italicized in this 

report to indicate that it is loosely used to describe businesses that may operate in such a 

manner as to have some characteristics of a traditional service use and some more akin to 

a professional or business office. 

 

The following is a list of service uses from the local business district: (note that service 

uses are only allowed in LB with conditional use approval by the city council; they are 

not permitted, outright, in any zoning district): 

 

a. Banks; 

b. Barber shops; 

c. Beauty shops; 

d. Dancing academies; 

e. Daycare centers; 

f. Dry cleaning establishments; 

g.Electronic and electrical repair shops; 

h.Fitness centers; 

i. Gymnasiums; 

j. Interior design shops 

k.Nail Salons 

l. Neuromuscular therapists; 

m.Personal fitness trainers; 

n. Photography studios; 

o. Physical therapists; 

p. Self-service laundries; 

q. Shipping and wrapping of packages and sale of related items; 

r.  Shoe repair shops; 

s.  Tanning salons; 

t.  Theaters for the performing arts; 

u. Travel agents. 

 

Perhaps the professional and/or office park district could allow “soft” services uses, 

defined as services uses listed in local business, with the exception of the following: 

 

Drive-thrus 

Personal service 

Group fitness classes; fitness uses limited to one-on-one personal trainers 

 



There are currently 14 lots in the city which are zoned Professional District (see attached 

maps for specific locations).  All but one serve as transitional sites, between commercial 

and residential properties.  Allowing the professional district sites on the periphery of the 

commercial areas is done “by design.”  As such any thought given to adding soft service 

uses to the professional district should be given in light of transitional nature of such 

sites. 

 

In Summary 
While the proposed amendment is (at a minimum) a proposal to add business offices to 

the list of permitted uses in the professional district; by extension, a discussion of soft 

service uses may be appropriate, as well as what the city might define as such (if 

anything) and what district(s) might be appropriate for the location of such uses. 

 

Affected Regulation 
Article X, Professional District 
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 CITY OF MOUNTAIN BROOK 

 NOTICE OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE ZONING 

 ORDINANCE AND OF PUBLIC HEARING THEREUPON 

 
Notice is hereby given that at a regular meeting of the Planning Commission of the City of Mountain 

Brook, Alabama, to be held on July 1, 2019, at 5:30 p.m. in Council Chambers at Mountain Brook City 

Hall, 56 Church Street, Mountain Brook, Alabama, said Planning Commission will hold a public hearing 

to consider a proposed amendment to Chapter 129 of the Code of the City of Mountain Brook, as it 

pertains to Article X as follows: 

 

“ARTICLE X. - PROFESSIONAL DISTRICT  

Sec. 129-151. – Permitted uses. 

(a) The uses permitted in Professional Districts shall be as follows: 

 

1. Professional offices 

2. Business offices 

3. Accessory structures customarily incidental to the uses permitted by this section 129-

151. 

    

 At the aforesaid time and place, all persons who desire shall have an opportunity to be heard in 

opposition to or in favor of adoption of the proposed amendment. 

 

For questions concerning these proposed zoning amendments, please contact: 

Dana Hazen, AICP, MPA 

Director of Planning, Building & Sustainability 

205/802-3816   

hazend@mtnbrook.org 

 CERTIFICATION 

 

I, Tammy Reid, Administrative Analyst for the City of Mountain Brook, Alabama, do hereby certify that 

I have caused notice of the proposed amendment to the zoning ordinance and of public meeting 

thereupon set forth above to be published and provided in the manner specified by Article XXV, Sec. 

129-431, of the Mountain Brook City Code.   I further certify that I have posted said notice in four 

conspicuous places within the City of Mountain Brook, in the manner and within the time permitted by 

law, said places being: 

 

Mountain Brook City Hall, 56 Church Street 

Gilchrist Pharmacy, 2850 Cahaba Road 

Cahaba River Walk, 3503 Overton Road 

Overton Park, 3020 Overton Road 

 

 

_______________________________ 

Tammy Reid, Administrative Assistant 
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