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3. RE LEX! ME LLC ZONING MAP AMENDMENT & THE HUB AT LEXIN [ ZONING DEVEL-
OPMENT PLAN

a. PLN-MAR-17-00033; CORE LEXINGTON 685 LIMESTONE, LLC (11/1/17)* petition for a zone map amendment from a

Planned Neighborhood Residential (R-3) zone to a Neighborhood Business (B-1) zone, for 1.36 net (1.80 gross) acres, for
properties located at 119, 121, 123, and 131 Virginia Drive; 665, 685, and 693 8. Limestone; and 662 Maxwelton Court.
Dimensional variances are also requested.

MPRE IVE P AND P| OSED USE
The 2013 Comprehensive Plan’s mission statement s to “provide flexible planning guldance to ensure that development of
our community’s resources and infrastructure preserves our quaiity of life, and fosters regional planning and economic
development.” The mission statement notes that this will be accomplished while protecting the environment, promoting
successful, accessible neighborhoods, and preserving the unique Bluegrass landscape that has made Lexington-Fayette
County the Horse Capital of the Worid.

In addition to the Comprehensive Plan mission statement, the Goals and Objectives of the Plan also address the five major
themes of the Plan: growing successful neighborhoods {Theme A}, protecting the environment (Theme B), creating |obs
and prosperity (Theme C), improving a desirable community (Theme D), and maintaining a balance between planning for
urban uses and safeguarding rural land (Theme E).

The petitioner proposes a Neighborhood Business (B-1) zone in order to construct a mixed-use building at the northwest
corner of 8. Limestone and Virginia Avenue. The petitioner proposes 190 residential dwelling units, 11,800 square feet of
commercial space, and an associated parking structure. The petitioner also proposes utilizing the form-based project option
of the B-1 zone, which Is a recent addition to the Zoning Ordinance.

The Zoning Commitiee Recommended: Approval.
The Staff Recommends: Approval, for the following reasons:

1. The proposed Neighborhood Business (B-1) zone and form-based neighborhood business project are in agreement with
the 2013 Comprehensive Plan, for the following reasons:

a. Theme A “Growing Successful Neighborhoods” recommends expanding housing choices, with emphasis on mixed-
use and higher density development to address a variety of community needs (Goals 1b. and 1d.). The Plan
recommends supporting infill and redevelopment as a strategic component of growth, with focus on context-sensitive
design (Goal 2a.), and providing well-designed neighborhoods through mixed-use, multi-modal transportation
connections and minimizing disruption of natural features when building new communities (Goals 3a., 3b, and 3¢.)
The petitioner’s proposed project will provide additional housing options for the 8. Limestone and Virginia Avenue
corridors in a context-sensitive manner, while offering multi-modal transportation connections (vehicular, bicycle,
pedestrian and transit).

b. Theme E “Protecting the Environment” recommends reducing the community’s carbon footprint through sustainable
and transit-oriented development (Theme B, Goal 2¢.). This development will provide sustainable development in
the form of an urban mixed-use project near the University of Kentucky, one the community's largest employment
areas, along existing transit routes.

¢. Theme E “Maintaining a Balance between Planning for Urban Uses and Safeguarding Rural Land" also encourages
the infill or redevelopment of underutilized land inside the Urban Service Area (Goal 1a.), and building in a compact,
contiguous, and/or sustainable manner (Goal. 1b.). The petitioner is redeveloping an undendtilized parking lot near
one of the main entrances to the University of Kentucky campus in a highly dense manner, thus fulfilling the intent of
the Comprehensive Plan, .

2. The proposed B-1 zone permits mixed-use development, and the form-based project option allows flexibllity in the zone
requirements if a project developer completes the area character and context study requirements. The petitioner has
conducted the requisite study, evaluating the nearby area, and creating a project that respects the existing urban
environment.

3. This recommendation is made subject to approval and certification of PLN-MJDP-17-00089: The Hub at Lexington Il, prior
to forwarding a recommendation to the Urban County Council. This certification must be accomplished within two weeks
of the Planning Commission's approval.

4. Under the provisions of Article 6-7 of the Zoning Ordinance, the following use restrictions are recommended for the subject
property '

PROHIBITED USES

a. Automobile repair, service stations, and gasoline pumps.
b. Automobile and vehicle refueling stations.

¢. Animal hospitals or clinics.

d. Self-service car washes.

e. Drive-thru facilities.

* - Denotes date by which Commission must elther approve or disapprove request, unless agreed to a longer time by the applicant.
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OTHER USE RESTRICTIONS
a. A residential component shall be required to create a mixed-use development on the subject property.

These use restrictions are appropriate and necessary fo ensure that future development will be compatible with the
character of the adipining area by prohibiting certain uses that would be contrary to its urban mixed-use character, and

1o ensure compliance with the Goals and Qbijectives of the Comprehensive Plan.

b. REQUESTED VARIANCES
1. Reduce the minimum off-street parking requirements by 18.5%, from 205 spaces to 160 spaces.
2. Reduce the minimum yard along the rear of 135 Virginia Avenue from 10 feetto 0 feet.
3. Reduce zone-to-zone perimeter screening requirements from 15 feet to 0 feet and eliminate the requirement for trees and
shrubs.

The Zoning Committee recommended: Approval and Postponement per the staff recommendations.

The Staff Recommends: Approval of the requested parking and setback variances, for the following reasons: _

a. Granting the requested variances should not adversely affect the public health, safety or weffare, nor will it alter the character
of the general vicinity. The applicant has supplied adequate parking, based upon its experience in building mixed-
use/residential development in a number of other university communities across the country in similar near-campus
jocations. In addition, there will be no hazard or nuisance to the public because the purpose of the setback variance is to
allow enough room to provide a safe exit from the parking garage onto Maxwelton Court.

b. Approval of the variances will not result in an unreasonable circumvention of the Zoning Ondinance because the ordinance
allows for reduction of parking inside the Infill and Redeveiopment Area, this mixed-use project will be drawing more
pedestrian traffic an automobile traffic. :

c. A special circumstance that applies to the subject properties that serves to justify the variances is that a form-based
neighborhood business project is planned, which will be pedestrian-oriented and within walking distance of the University
.of Kentucky campus and medical facilities.

d. Strict application of the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance would create an unnecessary hardship for the applicant. It
would likely lead to excess parking that is not needed or desired, and would take up valuable space that can be utilized for
retail or residential purposes. Additionally, the project would not have adequate access to the public right-of-way on
Maxwelton Court if required to match the adjacent yard requirements near Maxwelton Court.

e. The crcumstances surrounding this request are not the result of actions taken by the applicant since the adoption of the
Zoning Ordinance. This project is not yet under construction, and its design is based on past experience of the applicant in
similar situations and settings.

This recommendation of approval is made subject to the following conditions:

1. Provided the Urban County Council rezones the property B-1; otherwise, any Commission action of approval of this variance
is null and void.

2. Should the property be rezoned, it shall be developed in accordance with the approved Development Plan, or as amended
by either a future Development Plan approved by the Commission or as a Minor Amendment permitted under Article 21-7
of the Zoning Ordinance.

3. A note shall be placed on the Zoning Development Plan indicating the variances that the Planning Commission has
approved for this property (under Article 6-4(c) of the Zoning Ordinance).

4. The rear yard and parking variances are conditioned upon the mixed-use project being constructed, as planned for with the
form-based neighborhood business project and as depicted on the development plan. Any new structures built on the
property not in compliance with the form-based neighborhood business project shall comply with the required yard
restrictions per Article 15-3 of the Zoning Ordinance.

The Staff Recommends: Postponement of the requested zone-{o-zone landscape screening variance, for the following reason:

a. The Landscape Review Committee has not yet had an opportunity to review the requested variance. The next scheduled
meeting is on September 19, 2017; and if a quorum is present, a recommendation on the requested variance will likely be
made. Although the staff is supportive of the request, until that meeting occurs, it is best fo defer a substantive recommen-
dation.

c.  PLN-MJDP-17-00089; THE HUB AT LEXINGTON Ii (11/1/17)" - located 665, 685 & 693 S. Limestone; 119, 121, 123 & 131
Virginia Avenue; and 662 Maxwelton Court. {Carman)

The Subdivision Committee Recommended: Approval, subject to the following conditions:

1. Provided the Urban County Council rezones the property B-1; otherwise, any Commission action of approval is null and
void.

Urban County Engineer's acceptance of drainage, storm and sanitary sewers, and floodplain information.

Urban County Traffic Engineer's approval of parking, circulation, access, and street cross-sections.

Urban Forester's approval of tree inventory map.

RS

* _ Denotes date by which Commission must either approve or disapprove request, unless agreed to a longer time by the applicant.
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5. Denote: No buliding permit shall be issued unless and until & final development plan is approved by the Planning
Commission.
6. Delefe 5 building line on adjacent properties.
7. Addition of record plat and owner’s information on adjacent properties.
8. .Denote building dimensions, per Art 21.
9. Denote metes and bounds designation of the property.
10. Dimension loading dock, trash area and M.E.P.
11. Denote front yard building line on plan.
12. Provided the Planning Commission grants the requested variances.
13. Discuss stormwater management detention and water quality,

Staff Zoning Presentation — Ms. Wade presented and summarized the staff report and recommendations for the zone change.
She displayed aerial photographs of the subject property and general area. She said the applicant is proposing over 11,000
square feet of commercial space on the first floor with 190 residential units above it, and an attached parking structure.

Ms. Wade said the petitioner submitted along with their application, a detailed Area Character and Context Study as mentioned
in the Zoning Ordinance. She sald that the applicant cited several Goals & Objectives of the 2013 Comprehensive Plan that
they believed they met. She said this development will provide sustainable development in the form of an urban mixed-use
project near the University of Kentucky (UK). She said the petitioner also proposes to provide additional housing and offer muiti-
modal transportation connections for the South Limestone and Virginia Avenue corridors.

Ms. Wade said that the Comprehensive Plan strongly supports this type of mixed-use development. She said the staff agrees
with the applicant's justification, but is recommending conditional zoning restrictions for the property to remain in agreement with
the Comprehensive Plan. She said that the staff is recommending approval of this zone change.

Development Plan Presentation — Mr. Martin presented a rendering of the preliminary development plan, and he handed out an
updated staff report to the Commission with revised conditions, as follows:

The Staff Recommends: Approval, subject to the following revised conditions:

1. Provided the Urban County Council rezones the property B-1; otherwise, any Commission action of approval is null and
void.

2. Urban County Engineer's acceptance of drainage, storm and sanitary sewers, and floodplain information.

3. Urban County Traffic Engineer's approval of parking, circulation, access, and street cross-sections.

4. Urban Forester's approval of tree inventory map.

5. Denote: No building permit shall be issued unless and untit a final development plan is approved by the Planning
Commission.

6. Delete 5 building line on adjacent properties.

7. Addition of record plat and owner’s information on adjacent properties.

8. Denote building dimensions, per Art 21.

9. Denote metes and bounds designation of the property.

10. Dimension loading dock, trash area and M.E. P.

11. Denote front yard building line on plan.

12. Provided the Planning Commission grants the requested variances.

13. DBiscuss Resolve stormwater management detention and water quality at the time of final development plan.

14. Denote: The lot yard, height, and setback requirements established on the development plan are consistent with the
Prehmmam Area Qharacter and Context Study for a form-based nelghborhood project.

with there uiremen c icle 8-16 e in inanc Th hould ub jally comply with the stud
e the Plannin ission at the time of the Preliminary Development Plan.

‘Mr. Martin pointed out the different layouts of the interior buiiding and the parking garage, which are displayed on the plan. He
said the proposed building is six-stories in height, 76 feet tall. He said the open space requirement will be met with courtyards,
pool and pool terrace on the roof of the building. He said access to the property will be off of Virginia Avenue and a full access
point will also be on Maxwelton Court. He said that a right turn lane on South Limestone onto Virginia Avenue will be added
along, with large sidewalks, He sald that Ms. Wade mentioned, there is an Area Character and Context Study required at the
time of the final development plan, which has already been submitted to the staff. The staff didn't prepare a report for that
analysis at this time.

Mr. Martin said there are three variances requested for the Maxwelton Court access and the number of parking spaces. He said
the applicant is required to have 202 parking spaces for this development, which has 190 units, with 574 beds. He said the
residences will be utilizing the bus transit stops and the bicycle facilities, which reduced their parking requirement to 202 parking
spaces and they are providing 167.

* - Denotes date by which Commission must either approve or disapprove request, unless agreed to a longer time by the applicant.
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Mr. Martin said that there are standard conditions on the plan, including the addition of the record plat and owner’s information
on the adjacent properties and to denote the metes and bounds description of the property. He said the siaff and the Subdivision
Committee recommended approval of this preliminary development plan.

Commission Question — Mr. Wilson asked for clarification of the number off-street parking spaces required. Mr. Martin said that
the staff was using the numbers that the applicant has on their development plan.

Mr. Owens asked about the total buildout of the lot, will any of the six stories be setback in any way. Mr. Martin said the applicant
has an architectural rendering and are not required to step back on the upper stories.

Requested Variances - Ms. Wade presented the staff report and the staff's recommendations for the three requested variances
for the property that is being requested to change to the B-1 zone.

Ms. Wade said the first variance is to reduce the minimum number of off-street parking spaces required from 202 spaces to 160
spaces. The development plan shows the applicant will provide 167 spaces, but they are asking to reduce that number to 160
spaces.

Comrmission Question — Mr. Wilson asked for clarification of the number of parking spaces. Ms. Wade said that the development
plan states that it's 202 spaces and the applicant is requesting the variance for 42 spaces.

Ms. Wade the staff considers three factors with parking variances, which are 1) what the parking generator is; 2) what is the
walkability in the immediate area; and 3) the availability of other parking areas in the immediate area. She said the applicant has
22 of these types of developments and their residents use parking for longer than average periods of time, they use their vehicle
one to two times a week. She said this development will be student oriented and they will not necessarily need a vehicle.

Ms. Wade said that the second variance is to reduce a yard setback to zero feet. She said the requirements for the rear yard in
the R-3 zone is a 10 foot setback. She also said the third variance is to reduce the zone-to-zone perimeter screening require-
ments from 15 feet to zero feet and to eliminate the required shrubs and trees. She said the adjacent are is a parking lot and
the staff believes that it isn't necessary to have the zone-to-zone screening between a two parking areas. She also said the
restrictive width of Maxwelton Court frontage is thirty feet and there isn't enough space to provide the required 10 foot setback.
She said the Landscape Review Committee met on September 19, 2017; however, they didn’t have a quorum but those member
present did agree with the staff that eliminating the landscaping in this location would have very little impact on this area.

Ms. Wade said the staff is recommending approval of all three of the requested variances related to this zone change.

Traffic impact Study — Max Conyers presented the MPO staff report on the submitted Traffic Impact Study for this Zone change.
He said there are approximately 29,000 trips per day on this section of 8. Limestone and increases to 41,000 near the University.
He said the traffic counts were completed when school was not in session and the traffic counts had to be adjusted based on
other counts from when school was in session. He said along with the high level of vehicular movement there is also a high
number of pedestrians.

Mr. Conyers said the consultant analyzed the area as a whole and depicted several critical intersections in the area. He said
that there are three bus routes that trave! this corridor with bus stops on S. Limestone and on Virginia Avenue. He said that the
state will be doing safety improvements at this intersection and the right turn lane into the proposed development will be critical
for future transit operations.

Mr. Conyers said the staff agrees with the consultant's recommendations to make the entrance and exit, off of Virginia Avenue
ADA compliant for the high volume of pedestrian traffic. He also that there will be a lot of coordination with the Divisions of Traffic
Engineering and Engineering, LexTran, KYTC, and UK.

Applicant Presentation — Dick Murphy, attomey, was present representing the petitioner. He said their architect, Jeff Selisko,
was distributing the Area Character and Context Study to the Planning Commission. He said that Core Spaces specializes in
building high-end student oriented housing developments and they are currently in 22 cities. He said that Core Spaces has a
contract to purchase this property from UK as a land swap. He also said that this development is exactly what the 2018 Com-
prehensive Plan is advocating. He sald the Area Character and Context Study is not required at the preliminary development
stage, but they wanted the Planning Commission to know exactly what they are looking at with this development. He said that
his consultant's met with the staff and the design planner.

Joff Selisko, Antunovich Associates, presented the Area Character and Context Study. He said displayed photographs of the
proposed building and the materials that will be used. He said that they focused on having a residential corner of South Limestone
and Virginia Avenue by significantly increasing the sidewalks. He said that there are setbacks on the building, which the parking
garage is setback 10 feet from the property line and 5 feet from the base of the building, an the north and west side of the building.

* . Denotes date by which Commission must either approve or disapprove request, unless agreed to a longer time by the applicant.
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Commission Questions — Mr. Bell asked for clarification of the right tum lane on Virginia Avenue. Mr. Selisko said that it's a
right-in-right-out onto Virginia Avenue.

Mr. Penn commented on the tum motions from all directions and asked if there will be room for the stacking of vehicles. Mr.
Selisko said that it will be a thirty-foot opening to accommodate semi-trucks. Mr. Penn asked about the backup of traffic of
vehicles waiting to make a left tumn onto 8. Limestone. Mr. Selisko said that is where the exit onto Maxwelton Court will allow for

that movement onto 8. Limestone during peak traffic times.

Mr. Bell asked for dlarification that a left tum movement onto S. Limestone is possible. Mr. Selisko said that vehicles will be able
to crossover oncoming traffic. Mr. Bell said that it's will be challenging with the amount of traffic that gets backed up at the traffic

signal.

Mr. Cravens asked if the parking lot will be for compact cars only or a mixture. Mr. Selisko said that they have 13% compact car
spaces. Mr. Cravens asked if the entire garage was compact cars, would the applicant reach the parking requirement. Mr.
Selisko said that they would only gain eight more parking spaces because of the spacing of the columns in the garage.

Mr. Owens asked If a right tum lane will be installed on S. Limestone to tum onto Virginia Avenue. Mr. Selisko said that space
for a turn lane has been provided.

Mr. Bell asked how the resident parking will be managed. Mr. Selisko said the residents will rent an assigned parking space.

licant Pragentation — Mr. Murphy said the vehicle use is very low at other Core Spaces developments around the country.
He sald that some of the residents only move their vehicle 1-3 times per week and do not rely on their cars. He said that this is
the attraction to these types of developments. He displayed a table to explain the parking variance, as follows:

PARKING
LOCATION UNITS BEDROOMS PARKING PARKING RATIO
SPACES
Limestone at 190 574 133 23%
Virginia Avenue
Tucson, Arizona 164 594 08 16%
Tucson, Arizona Il 104 3n 65 21%
Madison, WI 313 961 160 17%
Madison, WI 367 850 144 - 17%
The James
UNIVERSITY OF KENTUCKY DORMITORIES
= 6,712 undergraduate residence hall beds are occupied
s 12.11% of those residents have parking spaces close fo their residence hall
# 30.65% of those residents have stadium parking
¢  Our residents are also eligible for stadium parking

Mr. Murphy said that the table depicted the number of units, badrooms, parking spaces (minus the required spaces for the retail
shops), and the parking ratio of the residents can park in the garage. He said these parking numbers work in the othar cities that
have Core developments because most college students don't have cars. Mr. Murphy also showed UK undergraduate residents
that live in the dommitories and their parking ratio would be 12.11%. He said that students are also eligible to get a K sticker and

park at Kroger Field.

Mr. Murphy said the applicant is asking for the parking variance because less than half of the students have parking stickers and
of those, only 12% park within walking distance of their dorm. He said that the proposed development is consistent with these
numbers and this is the appeal to students that don't want to use a vehicle. They want to live there, to be close to campus and
will be within walking distance.

Mr. Murphy displayed some photographs of the buildings being constructed across the street of the subject property, depicting
the height differences in the area. He said that he believes proposed height is appropriate and the parking variance is supported
by Core's experience in other cities. He said that their traffic study stated that there were 2,000 pedestrians per day in the area
and UK showed 4,000 pedestrians per day. He said the retail on the first floor will mostly cater to the pedestrians. He said that

* - Denotes date by which Commission must either approve or disapprove request, unless agreed to a longer time by the applicant.
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since the building location has been moved on the development plan, the only variance that is now needed is for 28-feet oof the
property boundary so that the enfrancefexit can be thirty feet wide, for safety purposes.

Mr. Murphy said the applicant would like to have a drive-thru window and an animal hospltal, since there have been requests in
some of the Core developments, in other cities. He said the applicant would like to strike drive-thru facilities and animal hospitals
from the conditional zoning restrictions. )

Commission gdesﬁong — Mr. Cravens asked what the need for a swimming pool on the roof is, if the students leave in May and
return the end of August. Chad Matesi from Core Spaces agreed that it is a tremendous expense but it is also good for marketing.

Ms. Mundy said some universities do not permit undergraduates to have a vehicle on campus and if they did the school provided
shutties for them to park off-site. She asked if there would be shuttles to Kroger Field and if so would there be a stop near this
development. Mr. Murphy said that the students can use the current UK shuttle system.

Mr. Bell asked how it will be determined which residents get parking spaces in the garage. Mr. Matesi said that parking will be
on a first come, first serve with a wait list and that there will be an additional cost for parking.

Mr. Penn asked if pets will be permitted in the rooms. Mr. Matesi said that pets are prohibited. Mr. Penn then asked why the
developer would want to have an animal hospital in the building. Mr. Matesi said that it is future marketability of the space. He
said the typical tenant base is 75% restaurants, with the occasional bar, barber shop, tanning salon.

Mr. Berkley doesn't belleve that UK's parking ratio is accurate since the undergraduates mostly live in the dormitories and don't
have vehicles until they are juniors and seniors. He also expressed concem about the need of a wait list.

Mr. Wilson asked if the parking is permit only and where would guests be permitted to park. Mr. Matesi said there isn't any visitor
parking.

Mr. Owens askead about the “Other Use Restrictions.” Ms. Wade said the restriction provides some level of assurance that if this
development doesn't go forward that a mixed-use development be created on the subject property.

Mr. Berkley asked for clarification of the hardship created by building excess parking. He asked how it was determined that there
would be excess parking. Ms. Wade said that staff used the applicant's information provided that not all parking is utilized at
their other facilities.

Mr. Wilson asked how the staff feels about striking animal hospitals from the prohibited uses. Ms. Wade said that if pets are not
permitted in the building; she questioned the need for a veterinary clinic.

Ms. Mundy said that some students may manipulate veterinarians to allow pets in any building.

Mr. Wilson said UK is preparing to do a "pedestrian scramble”, which will stop vehicle traffic in all directions to allow pedestrians
to manipulate back and forth. He suggested that approach may be useful at this intersection.

Citizen Comment — Jacob Walbourn, attorney, was present representing South Limestone Studios. He said that the neighbors
do no oppose the rezoning, but they are concerned with the stormwater from the subject property. He said that ever since UK
removed some houses near South Limestone Studios and raplaced these yards with impervious materials, they began to have
flooding issues. He stated for the record that he would like the Planning Commission to be mindful of the neighbors and the
drainage concems in the area.

Pefitioner Rebuital — Kevin Warner, Carmen, said that they are aware of the drainage issue and that this development will need
to handle stormwater issues at the rate it was before those houses were removed.

Mr. Murphy sald that there is a UK shuttle stop at Virginia Avenue and S. Limestone. He said that these will be 12 month leases
and some students do stay on campus year round, therefore they will utilize the pool in the summer months. He said there will
also be several bicycle parking facilities, some of the units have in-unit bicycle storage as well as the large collective indoor
bicycle storage. He said that the applicant will leave the animal hospital as a prohibited use. He also said that the chart was an
assumption that all Zoning Ordinance parking requirement be met for the retail component of the development. He said that the
retailer doesn't believe they will need all of their required parking.

Staff Rebuttal — The staff had no rebuttal at this time.

Commission Discussion — The Commission discussed the different types of apartment developments in the area and the need
for an animal hospital.

* _ Denotes date by which Commission must either approve or disapprove request, unless agreed to a longer time by the applicant.



September 28, 2017 Minutes
Page 13

Zoning Action — A motlon was made by Mr. Owens, seconded by Mr. Brewer, and carried 8-0 (Plumles and Richardson absent)
to approve PLN-MAR-17-00033: CORE LEXINGTON 685 LIMESTONE, LLC, for the reasons provided by the staff,

Development Plan Action — A motion was made by Mr. Owens, seconded by Mr. Brewer, and camied 8-1 (Berkley opposed;
Plumlee and Richardson absent} to approve PLN-MJDP-17-00089: THE HUB AT LEXINGTON II, with the revised conditions
provided by the staff.

Reguested Variance Action — A motion was made by Mr. Owens, seconded by Mr. Brewer, camied 6-1 (Berkley opposed; Bell

and Penn abstained, Plumlee and Richardson absent) to approve the requested variances, for the reasons provided by the staff,

* - Denotes date by which Commission must elther approve or disapprove request, unless agreed to a longer time by the applicant.



