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6.

February 25, 2016

SOLAR ECLIPSE L.L.C. ZONING MAP AMENDMENT & SCHROYER PROPERTY, DOZIER PROPERTY, UNIT 2 & PALO-

MAR TRACE SUBDIVISION, UNIT 3C ZONING DEVELOPMENT PLAN

a.

MARY 2016-4. SOLAR ECLIPSE L.L.C. (2/25/16)* - petition for a zone map amendment from a Professional Office (P-1)
zone to a Neighborhood Business (B-1) zone, for 0.95 net (1.25 gross) acres; and from a Planned Neighborhood Residen-
tial (R-3) zone to a Professional Office (P-1) zone, for 0.25 net (0.29 gross) acre, for property located at 3600 Palomar
Centre Drive and 2101 Palomar Trace Drive (a portion of). A dimensional variance is also requested.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND PROPOSED USE

The 2013 Comprehensive Plan’s mission statement is to “provide flexible planning guidance to ensure that development of
our community's resources and infrastructure preserves our quality 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 World.

The 2013 Plan's Goals and Objectives emphasize the importance of growing successful neighborhoods (Theme A),
protecting the environment (Theme B), creating jobs and prosperity (Theme C), improving a desirable community (Theme D)
and maintaining a balance between planning for urban uses and safeguarding rural land.

The petitioner proposes rezoning all of one property and a portion of another to create a lot for a fast food restaurant, and
complete a service road (access easement) connection to Harrodsburg Road for commercial development.

The Zoning Committee Recommended: Approval, for the reasons provided by staff.

The Staff Recommends: Approval, for the following reasons:

1. Although the requested zone change is not in agreement with the 2013 Comprehensive Plan, there have been
unanticipated changes of an economic nature within the area of the subject property, for these reasons:

a. The neighboring properties at 1009 & 1017 Wellington Way were rezoned from P-1 to B-1 in 2014, as is pro-
posed with this application.

b. With the Board of Adjustment's approval of a child care center on the bulk of the 2101 Palomar Trace Drive
property (a use which is now proposed for relocation to the southwest), the properties with frontage along Har-
rodsburg Road and Wellington Way are now approved to be significantly more commercial than residential in
character, compared to three years ago when the Comprehensive Plan was initially adopted.

2. The combination of the requested Neighborhood Business (B-1) and the Professional Office (P-1) zone is appropriate for
these 1.25 acres of the subject property, and the existing combination of R-3 and P-1 zoning is no longer appropriate, for
the following reasons:

a. The proposed connection of Palomar Centre Drive, incumbent with this rezoning and redevelopment proposal, has
the potential to partially relieve existing traffic congestion at the Wellington Way/Palomar Centre Drive intersection
to the benefit of the general public and some of the nearby commercial uses.

b. The proposed B-1 zone would permit a restaurant to be developed in a manner consistent with other existing com-
mercial uses in this general area.

c. The P-1 zone proposed would align with the access from Wellington Way (collector street) to Harrodsburg Road
(arterial highway) via Palomar Centre Drive, which would serve other professional and business uses located in this
general vicinity.

d. Retaining the existing single family home on 2101 Palomar Trace Drive will provide an excellent land use buffer
between existing homes in the Harrods View and Palomar Trace subdivisions from the newly developing
commercial uses in this vicinity.

3. This recommendation is made subject to approval and certification of ZDP 2016-6: Schroyer Property, Dozier Property,
Unit 2, and Palomar Trace Subd., Unit 3C, prior to forwarding a recommendation to the Urban County Council. This
certification must be accomplished within two weeks of any Planning Commission approval.

4. Under the provisions of Article 6-7 of the Zoning Ordinance, the following use restrictions are recommended via

conditional zoning for the subject properties:

PROHIBITED USES (Within the B-1 Zone only)

Automobile service stations.

Retail sale of plant, nursery or greenhouse products.

Miniature golf or putting courses.

Carnivals and circuses.

Arcades, including pinball and electronic games.

Banquet facilities.

Rental of equipment whose retail sale is permitted in the B-1 zone.
Outdoor live entertainment, cocktail lounges, brew-pubs or nightclubs.
Automobile and vehicle refueling stations.

Retail sale of convenience products (i.e., convenience stores).
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OTHER USE RESTRICTIONS

a. Any free-standing sign shall be a maximum of ten (10) feet in height.

b.  Any outdoor lighting shall be shielded and directed away from any residential zone. Lighting attached to a pole or
any structure shall be a maximum of twenty (20) feet in height.

These restrictions are appropriate and necessary in order to protect the adjacent residential properties to the north and
west from the possible noise and light pollution associated with the proposed development, and to maintain the

character of the immediate area.

b. REQUESTED VARIANCE

Increase the maximum allowable front yard in a Neighborhood Business (B-1) zone from 20 feet to 40 feet.

The Zoning Committee Recommended: Approval, for the reasons provided by staff.

The Staff Recommends: Approval of the requested variance, for the following reasons:

a.

Granting the requested variance to allow a maximum front setback of 40 feet will not adversely affect the public health,
safety or welfare. It will not negatively impact the essential character of the general vicinity because buildings on other
nearby properties have been at a similar setback, in part due to this sanitary sewer easement, and are likely to remain so.
The special circumstance associated with the subject property is the existing sanitary sewer easement, which makes
compliance with the required setback practically impossible. Although this feature does apply to other properties along
this easement, it does not generally apply to most B-1 zoned properties in this area.

To build a structure at the maximum building line in this case would likely require a relocation of the sanitary sewer facility
and a release of the easement. This would be a hardship on this property, especially considering that most commercial
structures in this vicinity are built to a similar setback to that now proposed, because of the easement.

The requested variance is not an unreasonable circumvention of the Zoning Ordinance, based on the unique
circumstances of this property, and the relationship of other commercial structures to US 68 in the vicinity.

This variance is not the result of prior actions taken by this applicant, as no new construction has yet occurred on the
subject site.

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

1

2,

3.

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

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

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).

c. ZDP 2016-6: SCHROYER PROPERTY; DOZIER PROPERTY, UNIT 2; AND PALOMAR TRACE SUBD., UNIT 3C

(2/25/18)* - located at 35681 Harrodsburg Road, 2101 Palomar Trace Drive and 3600 Palomar Centre Drive.

(Eagle Engineering)

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

1%

NooaLN

8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

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

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

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

Urban Forester's approval of tree inventory map.

Addition of tree inventory information on plan, and clarify tree protection plan information.

Denote that access to Harrodsburg Road will be subject to the approval of the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet.
Denote: No building permit shall be issued unless and until a final development plan is approved by the Planning Com-
mission.

Denote record plat designation on plan or in title block.

Addition of topography and cite source on plan.

Addition of sidewalks and crosswalks to right-of-way.

Denote location and direction of street cross-section on plan.

Discuss proposed dumpster location next to residential zone.

Discuss zone-to-zone screening necessary along residential property boundaries.

Zoning Presentation: Mr. Sallee presented the staff report, explaining that this was a two-part rezoning application. The

petitioner is requesting rezoning from P-1 to B-1 for just under one net acre of property, and from R-3 to P-1 for .25 net
acre. Mr. Sallee distributed to the Commission members a copy of the MPO’s staff report on the required Traffic Impact
Study that was submitted as part of this request.

* - Denotes date by which Commission must either approve or disapprove request, unless agreed to a longer time by the applicant.
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Referring to the rendered zoning map, Mr. Sallee stated that a small portion of the subject property at 2101 Palomar Trace
Drive, which is currently zoned R-3, is proposed for the P-1 zone; a parcel just to the south was rezoned to P-1 a few years
ago. The larger portion of the subject property, at 3600 Palomar Centre Drive, is proposed for the B-1 zone, which would
match several properties to the west along Wellington Way and Palomar Centre Drive.

Mr. Sallee displayed several photographs of the subject property, noting that the northernmost parcel currently contains a
single-family residence, which is proposed to remain in an R-3 zone. The other parcel includes a veterinary clinic. Mr. Sallee
noted on the photographs the substantial grade change between the subject property and the Harrodsburg Road right-of-
way, which is considerably lower, making access to the site difficult. Access is proposed to the property via two driveways on
Harrodsburg Road, as well as along Wellington Way.

Mr. Sallee stated that the staff reviewed the 2013 Comprehensive Plan, and was not able to find that this request was in
agreement with the Plan’s recommendations. However, the staff did note that the other B-1 zoning in the area, at the corner
of Wellington Way and Palomar Centre Drive, has been approved since the adoption of the 2013 Plan. The staff also noted
that the property at 2101 Palomar Trace Drive, where the driveway is being requested for rezoning, has been approved by
the Board of Adjustment for a childcare center use, which is now proposed for the parcel located between the two zone
change properties. That approval indicates that there are more commercial uses in the area than residential since the time
the Comprehensive Plan was adopted, which is significant. Mr. Sallee said that the staff agrees that the combination of B-1
and P-1 zoning proposed is appropriate, and the existing zoning inappropriate, for the reasons as listed in the staff report and
on the agenda. The Zoning Committee also recommended approval of this request, for those reasons.

Mr. Sallee stated that the staff was recommending several prohibited uses via conditional zoning, which were listed in the
staff report and on the agenda, along with restrictions on free-standing signage and outdoor lighting on this site.

Development Plan Presentation: Ms. Gallt presented the preliminary development plan, noting the locations of the proposed
drive-through restaurant and childcare center, as well as the proposed access to Harrodsburg Road.

With regard to the conditions for approval, Ms. Gallt said that #12 refers to the dumpster location. The staff discussed this
item briefly with the petitioner prior to this hearing, but the petitioner has not provided any additional information or a revised
plan to address the issue. Condition #13 refers to the need for zone-to-zone screening along the residential property bounda-
ries, which has also not been addressed.

Variance Presentation: Mr. Emmons presented the staff report on the requested variance, explaining that the petitioner is
proposing to vary the maximum allowable front yard in the B-1 zone from 20’ to 40’. The B-1 zone has a minimum setback of
10', and a maximum of 20'. In this instance, there is a 40’ sanitary sewer easement that runs parallel to the frontage of the
subject property along Harrodsburg Road, which creates a unique circumstance that provides a justification for approval of
the variance.

Mr. Emmons said that, if the variance is approved at 40’, it will create a setback that is similar to where the building has been
located on the property, and to that of the structures on the adjoining properties. The staff is recommending approval of the
requested variance, for the reasons as listed in the staff report and on the agenda, and subject to the three conditions as
listed.

Petitioner Presentation: Richard Murphy, attorney, was present representing the petitioner. He noted that the staff had re-
viewed the required Traffic Impact Study, as they had found that it met the Zoning Ordinance requirements.

Mr. Murphy explained that this request primarily involves the property at 3600 Palomar Centre Drive, which is the current lo-
cation of Dr. Schroyer's veterinary clinic. The clinic also includes a pet grooming facility, which operates at the rear of the
building. The property faces Harrodsburg Road, but has its address on Palomar Centre Drive. To the rear of the subject
property is a daycare center, which is located on a parcel that was rezoned to B-1 in 2015. Under the development plan that
accompanied that zone change, the daycare center was proposed to be demolished; this has not yet occurred. A P-1 devel-
opment, which includes a martial arts studio and a chiropractor’s office, is also located to the rear of the subject property. To
the north is a parcel with Harrodsburg Road frontage, which is also owned by the petitioner, but is not part of this rezoning
request. That parcel is zoned P-1, and is currently approved for a three-story office building. The petitioner also owns the
next property to the north along Harrodsburg Road, which is accessed from Palomar Trace Drive, and is zoned R-3. The peti-
tioner is proposing to construct a commercial driveway to the subject property on a small sliver located between the second
and third properties.

Mr. Murphy said that, approximately six weeks prior to this hearing, Dr. Schroyer purchased property at the corner of Lyon
Drive and Wellington Way, which was the former location of a Lexington Clinic office. A deed restriction on the property pre-
vented any other medical clinics from being located there, so Dr. Schroyer believed that it would be suitable to his medical
use. The veterinary clinic will be relocated there at some point in the future, so the petitioner decided to seek an appropriate
use for the subject property once the clinic has vacated it. The petitioner is proposing to construct a restaurant on the subject

* - Denotes date by which Commission must either approve or disapprove request, unless agreed to a longer time by the applicant.
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property, while leaving the adjoining P-1 property and most of the parcel on Palomar Trace Drive with their current zoning
designations.

Referring to the rendered development plan, Mr. Murphy stated that the adjoining property has been approved for a daycare
center, while the parcel to its other side was approved by the Board of Adjustment for a daycare center approximately a year
ago. The petitioner is now proposing to leave the existing single-family residence on the R-3 parcel, and to construct the day-
care center on the middle parcel. The net result is a reduction in commercial density on the subject properties, by retaining
the existing residence and having one fewer commercial building on the properties. Mr. Murphy stated that, during the previ-
ous zone change and BOA case on the properties, the access point was encouraged by the Kentucky Department of High-
ways. That office encouraged the use of that access point, as well as merging it with the driveway access for the adjoining
property.

Mr. Murphy explained that the petitioner has had a good relationship with the residents of the Palomar Trace neighborhood
over the course of development of the subject properties. The petitioner also owns the rear portion of the middle property,
which is currently being developed in an R-3 zone for single-family residences. Mr. Murphy noted that the staff had received
a letter of support from Michael Walsh, president of the Palomar Trace Neighborhood Association.

With regard to the existing tenant in the veterinary clinic building, Mr. Murphy said that it is being operated as a pet grooming
business. The business owner has a lease with Dr. Schroyer, and is in the process of negotiating a termination of that lease.
If the petitioner cannot negotiate acceptable terms with the grooming facility owner, both parties will seek mediation. If an
agreement can be reached, the lease will be terminated. If no agreement is reached, and the grooming facility remains on the
property, the Final Development Plan for the property will show that the groomer will continue to operate in the existing struc-
ture.

Mr. Murphy explained that the petitioner is also currently in litigation over the BOA approval of the daycare center, with the
Harrods View Neighborhood Association and several residents of Sallee Drive. Those residents believe that the existing
deed restrictions for the property do not allow a daycare center, so they filed suit against the petitioner. Under the current
proposal, the petitioner would allow the existing single-family residence to remain on the property, and would no longer plan
to construct a daycare center there.

Mr. Murphy said that the petitioner contends that the proposed development is in agreement with the 2013 Comprehensive
Plan, based on several of the Goals & Objectives. The subject property is surrounded by other business uses, and is located
adjacent to a major arterial roadway. A new connection has been approved to Harrodsburg Road, and the petitioner believes
that the proposed restaurant would be an appropriate use for the property. The petitioner is requesting a variance to the re-
quired front setback in the B-1 zone, as Mr. Emmons explained, because the property is constrained by an existing sanitary
sewer easement.

With regard to the development plan conditions, Mr. Murphy said that the petitioner thought it had been agreed at the Subdi-
vision Committee meeting that it would be acceptable to defer those items to the Final Development Plan for the property.
Based on that assumption, the petitioner did not file a new development plan prior to this hearing. Mr. Murphy noted that one
of the owners of Solar Eclipse LLC is constructing a house on the property immediately adjacent to the dumpster location, so
there is added incentive to ensure that the issue is properly resolved. The petitioner is also committed to resolving the zone-
to-zone screening.

Mr. Murphy said, with regard to the staffs proposed conditional zoning restrictions, that the petitioner had not had an oppor-
tunity to review those prior to this hearing. The petitioner is generally in agreement with those, but is concerned about the
prohibition of banquet facilities. The petitioner would like to allow a banquet facility on the subject property, particularly given
the proximity to Malone’s restaurant. Mr. Murphy said that the petitioner would also like to eliminate the conditional zoning re-
striction against outdoor live entertainment, cocktail lounges, brew-pubs and nightclubs, since those are conditional uses in
the B-1 zone. Each request for one of those uses would require the approval of the BOA to allow for outdoor entertainment,
which includes a notification mailing to property owners within 500°. Approval of a conditional zoning restriction would prohibit
a prospective user of the property from even trying to obtain BOA approval for an outdoor live entertainment use. Mr. Murphy
asked that items “f” and “h” be removed from the proposed conditional zoning restrictions, and he requested approval.

Opposition: Bruce Simpson, attorney, was present representing residents of the Harrods View Neighborhood Association.
Displaying several photographs of the subject property, he said that he moved into Harrods View in 1988. He said that the
neighborhood association was formed around that time, in response to a commercial zone change request that was filed in
the area. Residents put a great deal of effort in defining the character of their neighborhood, in order to preserve it, particular-
ly around its boundaries. Harrods View residents worked with developers, Planning staff, the Planning Commission, and the
Urban County Council during the rezoning of Palomar Trace in 1990, placing particular importance on the creation of deed
restrictions, which provided explicitly that the only uses permitted in the 12 acres adjoining the neighborhood were single-
family residential uses. Those efforts preserved the character of the Harrods View neighborhood, and allowed for the devel-
opment of Palomar Trace, where at least one resident supports this rezoning request.

* - 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. Simpson said that, when the development of Harrods View began in 1988, the area included only a single-family resi-
dence; a small farm; and Dr. Schroyer’s veterinary clinic. Despite the existing deed restrictions, Dr. Schroyer filed an applica-
tion a little over a year ago, seeking a conditional use for the single-family lot to serve as a parking area for a proposed three-
story office building. In August of 2014, that plan was revised to include a 10,000 square-foot daycare center; a 3,000 square-
foot outdoor play center, and a parking lot. The petitioner filed suit in order to obtain a declaration from the court that the ex-
isting deed restrictions were enforceable. Mr. Simpson stated that, for a number of years, the Harrods View Neighborhood
Association had allowed its charter to expire; however, it has since paid its fees, and the charter for the corporation is once
again valid according to the Secretary of State’s office. The members of the association hope that this zone change does not
result in yet another court action, which could be costly and difficult for the neighborhood; but they believe that it is important
to enforce the covenants that designate their area for single-family residential use only.

Mr. Simpson said that his clients do not believe that it is appropriate to rezone a portion of a residential property in order to
provide a driveway for a daycare center and fast-food restaurant. The petitioner could have reduced the size of the daycare
center, and would not have needed to expand to the residential property to create a driveway. The neighborhood residents
are concerned that there is no condition that could be placed on the single-family lot to require that it remain single-family,
since it is not a part of this rezoning request. Mr. Simpson’s clients believe that the petitioner will continue to rezone proper-
ties for business use until all of the company’s holdings in the area have been redeveloped.

Mr. Simpson stated that the edges of neighborhoods are typically the most vulnerable to change. He displayed photographs
of the existing house on the single-family property, noting the area in the rear of the house that was proposed for parking and
a detention basin as part of the previous BOA case.

Mr. Simpson read the following from his exhibit packet, previously distributed to the Commission members:

“‘Before any map amendment is granted, the Planning Commission, or the legislative body, or the fis-
cal court, must find that the map amendment is in agreement with the adopted Comprehensive Plan.”

He said that, although they recommended approval of this request, the Planning staff does not believe that it is in agreement
with the Comprehensive Plan. Their recommendation of approval is based on changes of a physical, social, or economic na-
ture in the vicinity, which includes recent zone changes on Wellington Way and “makes everything in the neighborhood fair
game.” Mr. Simpson asked the Planning Commission to honor the residents’ concerns, and recommend disapproval of this
request.

Note: Mr. Berkley departed the meeting at this time.

Doug Martin, attorney, was present representing Petitude Grooming Salon, which is located immediately behind Dr. Schroy-
er's veterinary clinic. He said that it was a surprise to his client to see the proposed development plan for the subject proper-
ty, which does not include their grooming facility, but instead depicts a fast-food restaurant at that location. “Substantial is-
sues’ still exist between the petitioner and Mr. Martin's client, but she has agreed to withhold objections to this request at this
time, in hopes that a reasonable settlement can be reached to address the five-year lease she holds on the property.

Staff Comment: Mr. Sallee distributed an email from Michael Walsh to the Commission for their review, noting that Mr. Walsh
is in support of this zone change.

Petitioner Rebuttal: Mr. Murphy stated that Mr. Simpson had performed a rerun of the BOA hearing that was held in April,
2015, for the daycare center at 2101 Palomar Trace Drive. He noted that the deed restrictions apply only to the single-family
residential lot, not to the other lots included in this request. Mr. Murphy’s clients contend that the deed restrictions no longer
apply because of a change in circumstances to the property, but those issues are immaterial to this hearing, and will be de-
cided through the ongoing court case. In April of 2015, the BOA approved the petitioner’s request for a daycare center on the
adjoining property, and the Planning Commission has likewise approved it on a development plan. The petitioner now wants
to maintain the residential use on the property, rather than construct the daycare center; and the only reason for including
that parcel in the rezoning request is to use the street that was previously approved as access to the remaining property.

Mr. Murphy said that the petitioner is not proposing to construct a large parking lot as part of this request; rather, the render-
ing that was shown was one of the early renditions of the plan that was presented to the BOA. He noted that none of Mr.
Simpson's exhibits accurately presented the uses that are currently proposed on the subject property.

With regard to the ongoing litigation pertaining to the deed restrictions with the Harrods View neighborhood, Mr. Murphy said
that the petitioner believes that the court case could no longer be valid, since a single-family house will be maintained on the
residential lot. He said that the petitioner has agreed to many restrictions and changes to the lots they are developing along
Palomar Trace Drive, which are currently selling well and in high demand. The petitioner has met with the Palomar Trace res-
idents, who are in support of this request, and is trying to create a relationship with the residents of Harrods View.

* - Denotes date by which Commission must either approve or disapprove request, unless agreed to a longer time by the applicant.
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Citizen Rebuttal: Mr. Simpson stated, with regard to his exhibits for the daycare center and the parking lot, that they were in-
cluded as part of applications filed by the petitioner with the BOA. He said that his clients believe that the petitioner should
reduce the size of the proposed daycare center, which would negate the need for the road.

Mr. Simpson opined that Mr. Murphy’s case is “illusory,” in that the petitioner’s plans keep changing. His clients do not be-
lieve that the petitioner will retain the single-family home, since they have not honored the existing single-family deed re-
strictions on the property.

Mr. Simpson agreed with Mr. Murphy that the Planning Commission does not have enforcement authority over deed re-
strictions, but noted that they do have the right to deny the petitioner's rezoning request in order to protect the residential
character of the adjoining neighborhood.

Staff Rebuttal: Mr. Sallee stated, with regard to the proposed conditional zoning restrictions, that the staff included banquet
facilities in the listing of prohibited uses due to the likelihood of late hours of operation and the proximity to the nearby resi-
dential uses. The staff was similarly concerned about outdoor live entertainment uses. Mr. Sallee noted that, some time ago,
brew-pubs became a permitted use in the B-1 zone, so such a use would not require any further approval from the BOA, as
Mr. Murphy contended.

With regard to the conditions for approval of the development plan, Mr. Sallee said that the staff would be agreeable to
changing the discussion items to “Resolve...at the time of the Final Development Plan.”

Commission Questions: Mr. Wilson asked if the staff would be agreeable to the petitioner's request to remove banquet facili-
ties from the list of prohibited uses. Mr. Sallee said that the staff is respectful of their request, and wanted to share the ra-
tionale behind their recommendation to the Commission to still prohibit such uses.

Mr. Owens asked, with regard to the supplemental staff report, what types of revisions took place to the conditional zoning
restrictions between January 7" and January 28"’, which were the dates listed on the report. Mr. Sallee answered that the
original staff report was dated January 7"; at the Zoning Committee meeting, the staff indicated a desire to look at recom-
mending conditional zoning for the property. The January 28" date reflects the completion of the supplemental staff report,
which included the recommended conditional zoning restrictions.

Legal Comments: Ms. Jones stated, with regard to the deed restrictions mentioned by Mr. Simpson, that the Planning Com-
mission has no purview to enforce those issues; since it involves a private agreement. The related litigation is a private mat-
ter as well, of which the Planning Commission and LFUCG are not parties. The BOA case has been appealed to Circuit
Court, and the BOA is a party to that action. Ms. Jones explained that the appeal is based on the premise that the findings
that the BOA made were inappropriate, which does not relate to this rezoning issue. She said that she does not believe that
either one of those existing issues could prohibit the Planning Commission from making a recommendation on this request.

Chairman Comments: Mr. Owens declared the hearing closed, and opened the floor for Commission comments or a motion.

Commission Comments: Ms. Plumlee said that this case represents the third time on today’s agenda that the Planning
Commission has been asked to address neighborhoods, and how the proposed zone changes could alter the character of
existing residential areas. She said that she would oppose this request, because she empathizes with the neighbors of the
subject property, and the staff agreed that the proposed zone change is not in agreement with the Comprehensive Plan.

Zoning Action: A motion was made by Mr. Cravens, seconded by Mr. Wilson, and carried 6-1 (Plumlee opposed; Berkley,
Drake, Penn, and Richardson absent) to approve MARV 2016-4, eliminating items “f. banquet facilities” and “h. outdoor live
entertainment, cocktail lounges, brew-pubs or nightclubs” from the list of proposed conditional zoning restrictions.

Variance Action: A motion was made by Mr. Cravens, seconded by Mr. Wilson, and carried 6-1 (Plumlee opposed; Berkley,
Drake, Penn, and Richardson absent) to approve the requested variance, for the reasons provided by staff, subject to the
conditions as listed.

Development Plan Action: A motion was made by Mr. Cravens, seconded by Mr. Wilson, and carried 6-1 (Plumlee opposed;
Berkley, Drake, Penn, and Richardson absent) to approve ZDP 2016-6, subject to the 13 conditions as listed, changing #12
and #13 to read: “Resolve...at the time of the Final Development Plan.”

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



