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GREENBRIER SMALL AREA PLAN

INTRODUCTION

The 2001 Comprehensive Plan Update, adopted
in December 2001, includes broad recommenda-
tionsrelated to general land use, community facili-
tiesand transportation for theentire Urban County,
including both Urbanand Rurd ServiceAreas. Oc-
casondly, issuesarisethat requiresmaller areasof
the community to devel op and adopt Small Area
Plans (SAPs) that refine previoudy adopted Com-
prehensve Plansand provideagreeter level of plan-
ning detail for that areaof the community. These
SAPsare adopted asamendmentsto the Compre-
hensive Plan and serve asthe basisfor future zone
map amendment decisionsper KRS 100. The 1996
Comprehensve Plan d so supportstheuseof Small
AreaPlansinitscall for a“new way of planning” in
L exington-Fayette County. One aspect of the“ new
way of planning” wastoinitiateacontinuing plan-
ning processto recognize and emphasizetheim-
portance of annual effortsto address specific and
generd planning issuesrather than delay theresolu-
tion of mgor planning issuesuntil the next compre-
hensiveplan update. ThisSmdl AreaPlanisfor the
Greenbrier neighborhood, at the eastern edge of
Lexington’sUrban ServiceAreaboundary.

Throughout thedevel opment of the Expansion Area
Master Plan (EAMP, adopted in 1996), the Green-
brier neighborhood expressed concern about their
inclusonintheUrban ServiceAreaand theimpact
of such adecisiononthe character of the neighbor-
hood. To beresponsiveto these concerns, the pro-
posad rezoning of theentire Expang onAreaincluded
significant zoning conditionsfor Greenbrier. Asa
result of theneighborhood'sinclusonintheEAMP,
Greenbrier wasleft vulnerablefor higher density de-
velopment than had been historically permittedin
thearea. After onerezoning proposal wasapproved
inMarch 2001, the Urban County Council placed
amoratorium on future devel opment proposalsfor

the Greenbrier Neighborhood until theneed for a
small areaplan could be studied.

In December 2001, the Greenbrier Area Study
Committee, congisting of representativesfromthe
Panning Commission and the neighborhood, be-
gan meeting to discuss alternativesto provide sta-
bility to the neighborhood, itsaccompanying golf
courseareg, and the natural openareas. ThisSmall
AreaPlanistheresulting recommendation of are-
port prepared by the Greenbrier AreaStudy Com-
mittee and builds heavily on the Committee'sre-
port.

DEFINITION OF STUDY AREA

The 409-acre Greenbrier neighborhood (Map 1)
was added to the L exington-Fayette County Ur-
ban ServiceArea(USA) in 1996 asa part of the
first mgjor expanson of the USA boundary sinceit
was implemented in 1958. It is located east of
[-75, onthe eastern most edge of the USA, onthe
south side of Winchester Road (US 60). It is
bounded to the east by ten-acrelotsand larger ag-
ricultural tracts. Itisbounded to thewest and south
by rural land that has a so been brought into the
Urban ServiceAreaasapart of the 1996 Expan-
sion. Much of thisland isunder development or is
being planned for urban devel opment. North, across
Winchester Road, isagricultural landinthe Rural
ServiceArea

Theneighborhood (see Table 1, pg. 6) consists of
145 large residential lots (averaging 1.2 acres),
zoned A-R;90smadller residentia lots (averag-
ing0.42 acres), zoned R-1T; 5.5 acreszoned EAR-
1; and a169-acre golf course, zoned A-R. These
areasaredescribed inmoredetail later inthisPlan.
Theentire Greenbrier neighborhood currently has
afuture land use designation of Expansion Area
Reddentid-1 (EAR-1), whichwould allow amaxi-

mum build-out of three dwelling unitsper acre.
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TABLE 1
Greenbrier Neighborhood Data
Gross Nur_rber .Of Range in lot Average
Area residential . lot size
Acreage sizes (acres)
lots (acres)
ARzme 75 145 05610355 | 12
(residential) ' ' ) '
R-1T 49 90 0.3310 0.94 0.42
15 townhouses
EAR-1 55 (proposed) na na
Golf Course
(zored A-R) 169 na na na

HISTORY OF STUDY AREA AND
PLANNING ISSUES

During most of theforty-plusyearssincethe Green-
brier community wasdeveloped, it hasexisted asa
non-conforming usein therural area of Fayette
County. Therearealimited number of comparable
one-acrerurd subdivisonswhich existin Fayette
County, dl of which aso predate subsequent larger
lot sizerequirements. Greenbrier developedintwo
main phases. Thefirst included thegolf courseand
theone-acreportion of thesubdivison. Inthe1970s,
a49-acre portion of the neighborhood was zoned
R-1T. Thisareasubsequently developed assingle-
family detached homesonlotsnolessthan 15,000
squarefeet. Themajority (87%) of Greenbrier is
zonedA-R.

In 1964, based on Health Department recom-
mendations, the County adopted aten-acremini-
mum ot sizefor rural areas of the County, which
rely uponindividua on-site septic systemsto better
protect the groundwater and the agricultural
economy and rural environment in the County. In
1999, the Urban County Planning Commission
adopted aRural Service Area Land Management
Plan, which further recommended increasing the
minimum|ot9zeintheAgriculturd Rurd (A-R) zone
toaforty-acreminimum.

As the non-conforming residential areas of the
Greenbrier subdivison developedinthe 1960sand
1970s, problemswith the on-site septic systems
became apparent. The developer considered utili-
zation of aprivate packagetreatment plant, but the
neighborhood objected. The Fayette County Hedlth
Department determined that over 80 percent of the
groundwater inthe areawas contaminated.
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Inthelate 1970s, after continuing environmenta con-
cerns, the Greenbrier neighborhood worked with
thecity of Lexington to provide public sewer ser-
vicetotheir rura subdivision. Extension of public
sewer tothisrural areawaspaidfor by agrant and
by the neighborhood residents. The twenty-year
bond hasrecently been paidinfull by the neighbor-
hood. Construction of the sewersand two pump
stationscomplied with all LFUCG requirements.
The lines and pump stations have always been
owned and maintained by the Urban County. Ad-
ditional connectionsto the existing sewer service
wererestricted sinceingtallation. Now that Green-
brier isincluded in the Urban ServiceArea, asa
part of the 1996 ExpansionArea, al urban services
will beavailable asthe surrounding areadevel ops,
includingimprovementsto the sanitary sewer sys-
tem. Except for twolots, the subdivision hasbeen
at build-out capacity under the existing zoning for
many years.

During the 1996 update of the Comprehensive
Plan, adecison wasmadeto add over 5,000 acres
totheUrban ServiceArea Theexisting Greenbrier
subdivision and golf course were part of that ex-
pansion dueto goals, objectives, and policiesin
placeat thetime. At that time, the Greenbrier resi-
dentsexpressed considerable concern about being
included inthe Urban ServiceArea, fearingimme-
diateinfill andlossof the unique character of their
community. Whilethe 1996 Expansion Area Mas-
ter Plan containsnew land use categoriesand many
special provisonsrelated to how it isproposed to
develop, it dlocatesaland usedesignation of EAR-
1tothe Greenbrier neighborhood which would al-
low the possible redevel opment of the neighbor-
hood at adensity of three units per acre (through
rezoning).

Many of the conceptsinthe Expansion Area Mas-
ter Plan werereached through acommunity-wide
consensusbuilding processthat wereto beensured
by an Urban County Government-initiated zoning
map amendment for the entire Expansion Area.
When thiszoning map amendment wasinitiated, it
included many specid provisonsto protect theru-
ral character of the Greenbrier community. When
thismass zoning map amendment was not gpproved
by the Urban County Council, the recommended
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EAR-1land usedesignation |left Greenbrier vul-
nerableto moreintenseredevel opment. Onesuch
incident occurredin 2001, resulting in gpproval for
ab.5-acretract to bedevel oped into 15 townhouse
units. Thisaction reaffirmed the community’scon-
cern about devel oping amechanismto ensurethe
dability of boththeresidentid portionsof theneigh-
borhood aswell asthegolf courseland. ThisSAP
isapart of thiseffort to protect the community’s
rural character.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The Greenbrier Area Committee conducted studiesto provide an overview of al aspects of the natural and
built environment, including the present devel opment patterns (streetsand structures); infrastructure; tree canopy
areas; drainage areas and other environmentally sensitive areas. These studies arereflected and expanded

uponinthissection of the Small AreaPlan.
Land Useand Zoning:

Greenbrier was initially developed as a “rural/
suburban” golf subdivison community inthe Rurd
ServiceArea (prior to theimplementation of the
“10-acrerule’ in1964). Theentiresubdivison (Map
1) iscomprised of 409 acres, 169 of whicharein
golf course uses. The original development was
primarily one-acrelotsand waszoned Agricultura
Rural (A-R). Intheearly 1970s, aportion of the
neighborhood waszoned R-1T. Although thiszone
permitstownhouses, an agreement haslimited its
development to singlefamily detached homeson
lotsno lessthan 15,000 squarefeet. Map 1 shows
streets, lots, and setback patterns.

Theexisting development pattern ischaracterized
by alargelot/largehomepatternonaninternd public
street system. Thestreet systemisessentialy rural
incharacter with no curbsor guttersand only partia
sdewalks. Setbacksarefarly large, averaging over
75-foot setbacks a ong most mgjor roadsin theA-
R zoned area, over 100-foot setbacks on some of

thecul-de-sacs, and40feetintheR-1T area. These
setbacksdl providelargefront yard areasexceeding
the requirements of typical residential zonesin
Lexington.

TheA-R zoned areaconsstsof 145 residentid lots,
averaging 1.2 acresper lot, plusthe golf course.
Theresdentid lotsrangein sizefrom 0.56 acresto
3.55acres, andtotal 187.5grossacres. TheR-1T
zoned areaconsistsof 90l ots, averaging 0.42 acres
per lot. Theselotsare developed assinglefamily
detached homesand rangeinsizefrom 0.33 acres
t00.94 acres, totaling 49 gross acres.

A 5.5-acreportion of thegolf course property was
rezoned to ExpansonAreaResdential-1 (EAR-1)
in 2001 and is proposed to be developed in 15
townhomes. Thisrezoning and the concern about
thepotentia for additional EAR-1 developmentis
what precipitated the moratorium, theformation of
the Greenbrier Area Study Committee and,
subsequently, the devel opment of thisSAP.
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Environmental Conditions:

Map 2 summarizestheenvironmentally significant
areasidentified inthe datacollection process. The
lakes, floodplains, and a25-foot buffer around these
featuresoccupy approximately 35 acresof the 169-
acregolf course property. Drainageand floodplain-
related areas are primarily in the areabelow the
larger |ake. The areabel ow thelake hasahistory
of flooding problems, and soilsintheareaaremoist
and often saturated.

TheExpansionAreaincludesamaster sormwater
management plan element. Thelarger Greenbrier
lake and floodplain area were factored into the
overdl sormwater management plan. They arenot
slated for public acquisition. The lake does not

Clubhouse parking area

PublicFacilitied| nfrastructure:

Map 3 showsthelocation of sanitary sewer lines
that serve the Greenbrier area. As previously
discussed, inthelate 1970s, asindividua on-site
septic systems became more of achronic problem
for the community, the Greenbrier community
worked with the city of Lexington to providecity
sanitary sewer service to the rural subdivision.
Extension of city sewer tothisrural areawaspaid
for by agrant and by the neighborhood residents.
Thetwenty-year bond hasrecently beenpaidinfull
by the neighborhood. The sanitary sewer linesand
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currently function asastormwater control structure.
Two drainage areas enter the lake and both will
havefuture basinsplanned to assist thelakeinthe
overdl sormwater management system. Thesewill
control both the quantity and quality of runoff into
the Greenbrier [ake.

There are a number of small sinkholes in the
neighborhood aswell. A few small tree stand areas
withmaturetreesarelocated withinthe study area,
particularly alongtheback property lines. Thegolf
courseactsasanaurd drainagearea, wildlifehabitat
area, recreational facility and a visual and
environmental asset to the entire nelghborhood.

View across a golf course water hazard

two pump stations depicted on Map 3 are owned
and maintai ned by the Urban County Government.

Asprevioudy noted, thisneighborhood isincluded
in the Expansion Area’s overall storm water
management plan. Thetwo drainageareasthat enter
thelarger golf courselake have storm water basins
planned (other than thelake) inthe overall storm
water management system that will control both the
quantity and quaity of runoff intothelake.

An Amendment to the 2001
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Setbacks

One of the significant physical attributes of the
Greenbrier neighborhood that givesit the rural

setbacksfor thehomesthat exist at thistime. The
following summarizesthe average street setbacks

character that it wants to maintain is the large by street within the devel opment.
TABLE 2
GREENBRIER NEIGHBORHOOD LOT SETBACKS

Sreet No. of lots | Setback
Bahama Road (Winchester to Tabago) 10 75
Bahama Road (Tabago to Trinidad), including Clubhouse 10 70
Bahama Road (Trindad to Jamaica) 25 40
Bahama Road (Jamaica to Cayman), including Jamaica 14 87.5
Bahama Road (Cayman back to Bahama) 38 92.6
Martinique Lane 7 102.9
Barbados Lane 6 75
Tabago Court 5 64
Trinidad Court 9 56.6
Cayman Lane 14 102.1
Entire R-1T area 65 40
Katkay Drive 5 34
Walnut Grove Lane 13 100

ISSUES IDENTIFICATION/CONCERNS

Themajor concerns of the Greenbrier neighbor-
hood stem fromitsinclusion in the Urban Service
Areain 1996. Asprevioudy discussed, the Green-
brier neighborhood was apart of the 5,300-acre
“ExpansonAred’ and thereby issubject to the spe-
cial planning and land use categories created for
theexpansion areas. Although the ExpansionArea
Master Plan contains many statementsto support
the protection and preservation of theexisting char-
acter of the Greenbrier neighborhood, theland use
element does designate Greenbrier as EAR-1,
which could permit up to three dwelling units per
acre. Neighborhood residentsfear that smaller lots
and resi dencescould replaceexisting sngle-family
homeson one-acrelots. Additionally, with EAR-1
zoning, property ownerscould consolidatelotsfor
re-divisonintomultiplesmaller lotsand/or develop
accessory dwelling unitspermitted in EAR-1 zon-
ing, but out of character with therest of the neigh-
borhood.

Another mgjor concerninvolvesany potential fu-
ture development of the 169-acre club/golf course
area. Concernsrelate both to the potential density
andto thetypeof housing permitted under the pro-
visonsof theComprehensive Plan.

Much of the Greenbrier Area Study Committee’'s
discuss ons centered on examining these concerns,
refining them, articulating them clearly and creating
astatement of principlesand objectivesto guide
future decisions about the area. The Committee
agreed onthefollowing principles. Somemodifica-
tion and clarification of these principleshave been
incorporated into this SAP. Map 4 depictsthe sub-
divisionareasand thegolf course areas discussed
inthissection.
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EXISTING GREENBRIER SUBDIVISION (A-R & R-1T) (SeeMap 4):

1.Concerns:
a. A-RorR-1T to EAR rezonings by homeowners
b. Redevelopment of existing subdivisonlotsinto morelots
c. Redevelopment into housing typesnot typical to neighborhood (i.e., townhouses)
d. Evenif overal density isnot increased, thereisconcern over the EAR flexibility for granny flats,
setback flexibility, and similar features of the EAR zone category
Maintaining existing Winchester Road setbacks
f.  Special concernover vacant lotsat Winchester Road entry

o)

2.Potentialy Appropriate Redevel opment Opportunities:
a. Additionsto, or replacement of, existing homes; provided that setbacksand yardsarekept toarange
cons stent with neighborhood character
b. Replacement with very large homesisacceptablewith sufficient setbacksand open areainyards
c. Different standardsshould beset for A-R and R-1T, asthey aredifferent and should remain so (for
example, setbacksand lot sizesaredifferent and should remain so)

3.Problemswith Infrastructure:
a. Sewer problem near entrance
b. Maintenanceof largelot natural drainageaong streetsand driveways
c. Becareful asadditionsand redevel opment occur —ensurethat drainage systems can handleincre-
menta increasesinimpervioussurface

GOLF COURSE AREA (see Map 4):

1.Concerns.
a. Maintaining club/golf courseispreferred
b. If redevelopment occursinthefuture, it should beintegrated into the Greenbrier area, not surrounding
developments
c. Theoverdl character of any redevel opment should bein keeping with the physical areaof Greenbrier
towhichit most closely relates(i.e., largelot or more compact)
d. Lake, floodplain, and natura areasshould be preserved, regardless of whether golf courseremains

2.Potentialy Appropriate Redevel opment Opportunities:
(See Map 4 for the following redevel opment principlesfor specific areas)

a. Areal couldredevelop off existing streets, with the preferred land use being single-family lots of
approximately one acre, with setbacksas per the original A-R portion of Greenbrier.

b. Arealshouldincludeagreenway area, whichwouldlink with other former golf course areasto make
apassiveopen “loop” throughout the development. The portion of Areal of an unsuitable shapeand
location for lotting should be part of the passive open space.

c. Area2 couldredevelop, with the preferred land use being single-family detached | ots of approxi-
mately 15,000 squarefeet, with setbacksasper theorigina R-1T portion of Greenbrier.

d. Area3should primarily be preserved asthelake and open area, with passive system linksto other
areas of thedevelopment. Very limited devel opment opportunitiesmay be present dueto natura and
Stuational constraints; however, thefocusof Area3 ispreservation, not redevel opment.

e. Aread possessesno reasonable redevel opment potential in amanner consistent with thearea, with
the possible exception of the creation of onelot on BahamaRoad. It should beapart of the passive
open space system.

16
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GOLF COURSEAREA (cont.):

f. Any future street should be designed likethe streetsintheareait is closeto, not the standard street
sectionsfor new development.

3. Problemswith Infrastructure & Redeveloment Congtraints:

a. Foodingin southwest corner of site (Area3)

b. Wet soilsnear |ake not in designated floodplain area, and wet weather springsat variouslocations

c. Shapeand configuration of some areas make redevel opment objectionable and inappropriate
(Aread, partsof Areas 1 and 3)

d. Accessdifficult to someareas

e. Numerouseasements, particularly inArea3
Soail erosion control problems during redevel opment or when adjoining areasdevel op; potential ex-
cesssltationof lake

The Greenbrier AreaStudy Committee confirmed itsanaysisof theissuesby developing asurvey, whichwas
completed by theresidents of the neighborhood. Thesurvey questionsand adetailed analysisof theresultsare
found in Appendices 2 through 4 of thisPlan. Nearly 40 percent of the surveysdistributed werereturned. The
strongest agreement among the respondentswasto Questions 2 and 7. Responsesto Question 2 indicate that
over 90 percent of therespondentswould object to the existing one-acrelotsin Greenbrier being redevel oped
into moreand smaller lots. Responsesto Question 7 indicate that over 90 percent of the respondentswould
prefer that the golf course/club remaininthefuture. In summary, the neighborhood survey validated thework
of the Committee and the principlesand objectives noted above.

RELEVANT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES AND STRATEGIES

A review of the adopted Goalsand Objectives of the 2001 Comprehensive Plan Update reveal snumerous
God sand Objectivesthat support the devel opment and implementation of thisSmall AreaPlan, aswell asthe
recommendationsof this SAPR. Thefollowing are highlights of themost relevant Goa sand Objectives.

Goal “1:  Provide planning processes which enablewide-spread citizen participation and benefit Lexing-
ton-Fayette County

Goal “3:  Promoteland useswhich are sensitiveto the natural and built environment

Goal #14: Preserve, protect and enhancethe character and quality of existing neighborhoods

Objectives:

A. Retainthe character, identity and appearance of vital, successful residential and non-residential
areas.

B. Develop strategiesto maintain, preserveand revitalize existing neighborhoods.

C. Develop, adopt, and periodically review Small AreaPlans (SAPs) astoolsto address neighbor-
hood and community enhancement issues; develop SAPsin asystematic manner, ensuring that
they arethoughtful andinclusive, with broad neighborhood participation.

H. Encourageinnovativedesign, planning, and devel opment sol utionswhich are cons stent with neigh-
borhood needs and character.

|.  Study thecreation of neighborhood protection overlay zoning provisonsasatool for establishing
stability and protectionin existing and, especialy, older neighborhoods.
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IMPLEMENTATION ALTERNATIVES/STRATEGIES

After careful review of theissues, data, goalsand principles, the Greenbrier AreaStudy Committee developed
four aternative approachesfor analysisby the Planning Commissioninthe Small AreaPlan process. Atable
depicting these alternatives and the pros and cons of each isfound in Appendix 5. Alternatives discussed
included the creation of anew land use category, creation of anew zoning category, creation of anew overlay
zoning category, and utilizing EAR-1 zoning with conditions.

Asnotedinthetablein Appendix 5, each of the alternative approacheshad prosand consthat were carefully
weighed by the Planning Commission during this Small AreaPlan process. Whilethe“ EAR-1 zoning with
conditions’ (alternative*2) isamong the quickest and easiest to accomplish, the neighborhood continuestofed
that this strategy alone does not provideit with thelong-term protection it desires. On the other hand, the
Commission and staff had concern about creating additional and use or zoning categoriesto achievethe
desired resultsof thisplanning effort.

However, inaparalld planning effort in the Fall 2002, the Urban County Planning Commission and Urban
County Council adopted anew zoning overlay category, describedin moredetail inthefollowing section, that
accomplishesmuch of what aternative4 desires. Cong deration of the Committee’ sdternativesand thisSmall
AreaPlan’srecommendationsare discussed in the next section aswell.

20 An Amendment to the 2001
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SMALL AREA PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS

The preparation and adoption of thisSmall AreaPlanisthefirst step toward providing stability to the Green-
brier neighborhood and golf course community, aswell asother rura neighborhoods. Whilelimited, thereare
other existing largelot rural communitiesthat could concaivably find themsdavesinthesimilar Stuation of being
brought into afuture Urban Service Areaexpansion. It isthe hope of this planning effort that the unique
characteristicsof existing developmentswill be carefully cons dered and honored during other Comprehensive
Planefforts.

Therecommendationsof the SAParemodificationsof theimplementation dternativesand strategies discussed
aboveand presented in Appendix 5, which are believed to meet theintent and goal sof thea ternatives consid-
ered. Therearethree primary componentsof theserecommendations. Thefirst relatesto protecting the stabil-
ity of theexisting residential component of the Greenbrier neighborhood. The second relatesto enabling and
encouraging thegolf courseto continueto operate asaviable course and clubhousewithinthe USA. Thethird
relatesto ensuring that any futureredevel opment of the golf coursewoul d be compatible with and enhancethe
existing neighborhood.

Existing Greenbrier Neighbor hood

The broad direction set by this Small AreaPlan, no matter what mechanismisused toimplement it, isto
maintaintherura character of the development, including thelargelot size; large setbacks; and substantial
open space. Thiscan beaccomplished through conditional zoning inthe EAR-1 zone, through the mechanism
described below, or by acombination of the strategies.

Itistheintent of thisSmall AreaPlanthat any future
development or redevelopment in theresidential
portion of the Greenbrier neighborhood currently
zonedA-R, andtheareaof thegolf courseidentified
asAreal, consist of lotsno smaller than oneacre,
no matter what zoneisin place. Theareaof thegolf
courseidentified asArea4 may accommodate one
one-acre lot off Bahama Road; otherwise it is
proposed to be a part of a passive open space
system. Similarly, any future development or
redevelopment in the residential portion of the
Greenbrier neighborhood currently zoned R-1T, and
theareacof thegolf courseidentified asArea2, should
consist of nolotssmaller than 15,000 squarefeet.
Theareaof thegolf courseidentified asArea3is
recommended as a preservation area; however,
limited opportunities for some smaller lot
development may be present; and if devel opment
isproposed, it should consist of lotsno smaller than
15,000 squarefeet if itisin proximity totheexisting
R-1T area, and no smaller than oneacreif itisin
proximity to the currently zoned A-R residential
area.

Tothisend, thefirst ma or recommendation of this
SAPisamechanism, other than conditional EAR-1

zoning, by which the existing Greenbrier
neighborhood itself could be protected from
ingppropriateor incompatibleredeve opment efforts.
As a part of the recent Residential Infill and
Redeved opment Strategi esimplementation package,
the Lexington-Fayette Urban County Planning
Commission and Urban County Council adopted a
new zone entitled the Neighborhood Design
Character Overlay (ND-1) zone. Thisisanoverlay
zone (Article 29 of the Zoning Ordinance) that is
initiated by theinterested neighborhood or area. As
anoverlay zone, therequirementsof theND-1zone
areinadditiontothose of theexisting “ underlying”
zoning. Additionally, the zone requires the
identification of key design standards to be
preserved, which areimplemented upon application
for abuilding permit. (Notethat H-1 zoning digtricts
and National Register Historic Districts are not
eligiblefor ND-1overlays.)

The purpose of thiszoning overlay category isto
establish adesign framework to conserve key
featuresor visual and natural characterigticsof an
interested areaor neighborhood. Oneof thegods
of Article 29 that supports the efforts of the
Greenbrier community isasfollows:
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“Encourage construction that will lead to
continuation, conservation andimprovementin
amanner appropriateto the scaleand physical
character of theoriginal buildings. Assurethat
new constructionisin harmony withthescale
and physical character of theorigina buildings
of the neighborhood through the use of design
Standards.”

Each community requesting theND-1 overlay zone
must prepare a survey of the area desired to be
protected. The survey must include specificdesign
standardsto beimposed by the overlay. Thedesign
standards can include specific structural features,
suchasroof shapes; building Sizes, exterior building
materials, aswell asrelational features, such as
setbacks; natural areas; tree stands; fence rows;

efc. toensurefuture devel opment iscompatiblewith
theidentified existing neighborhood. The Greenbrier
neighborhood may want to examine the deed
restrictionscurrently in placefor restrictionsrel ated
to such design standardsthat might be applicablein
theND-1 overlay zoning recommendation. While
the Planning Commission and LFUCG do not
enforce deed redtrictions, relevant design standards
may have been incorporated in those drafted for
the neighborhood which may be considered for
incorporation by the Commission and Council asa
part of theND-1 overlay zoneinthisarea Adoption
of theoverlay zonerequiresstaff and Commission
evaluation and apublic hearing processsimilar to
other existing overlay zoninginthe Urban County.

Section 29-3 laysout the specific criteriaby which
aneighborhood isedligibleto request designation as
aNeighborhood Design Character District (ND-
1). These criteria include, among others, the
fallowing:

1) Theoveral character of the neighborhood
would be maintained;

2) Aneedtoprotect thevisua characteristics
that giveaneighborhooditsdigtinct identity;
and

3) Theneighborhood isan established and
geographically definable residential
neighborhood, agricultural area, or business
digtrict, united by culture, architecturd style,
or physical planand development.
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Section 29-4 outlinesthedesign standardsandysis
that an applying neighborhood must consider inits
application for ND-1 designation, aswell asthe
criteriafor new congtruction or additionsthat would
beincluded withintheDidgtrict. Whilelot Szeisnot
specificaly mentioned, itisimplied by other criterig,
such as lot widths; building setbacks; rear yard
building setbacks; etc. Thegod of the devel opment
of these design standardsisthat each designated
ND-1 areautilizesthose design elementsthat are
critica tomaintaining the particular neighborhood's
character.

This Small Area Plan recommends that the
Greenbrier community initiatethe ND-1 overlay
process. Some of the data collected during the
Greenbrier AreaStudy Committee’ sandyssof the
community will be useful to therequired survey
process. In particular, the map and analysis of the
setbackswill beuseful. Throughthesurvey process,
the Greenbrier community will specificaly identify
what characteristics are most desired to be
protected through the devel opment of thedesign
standardsfor the ND-1 request.

Once adopted, the ND-1 overlay zone's design
standards will apply whether the properties are
zonedA-R, R-1T, or EAR-1. Asthe neighborhood
prepares the designation request, the ND-1
designation needsto be carefully considered so that
thisprocess protectsthe key features and distinct
character of the neighborhood.

Greenbrier Golf Courseand Club

The second major recommendation of the SAP
relatesto encouraging thelong-termviahility of the
golf courseand club. Asnoted previoudy, over 90
percent of the survey respondentsstrongly desired
that thegolf courseand clubremain anintegrd part
of thecommunity inthefuture. In order for thegolf
courseto maintainitsviability, two thingsneedto
happen. Oneisfor theneighborhood to maintainits
unique character and attractiveness to ensure
ongoing compatibility with the golf course
community atmosphere. The secondisto beable
tomaintain acourseand clubhousethat can compete
with other golf coursesand related clubswithinthe
Urban ServiceArea. Onefactor that may limit the
golf courseand club’sahility to continueto compete



isitsinability to expand beyond 10,000 squarefeet
instructuresdueto current zoning provisions.

Thegolf courseiscurrently zoned A-R andisshown
on the 2001 Plan Update land use map as EAR-
1. Golf coursesarenolonger permittedintheA-R
zoneunlessthey areapre-existing non-conforming
use. Limitations have also been placed on the
expansion of golf courses and related uses that
predate 1995. Changesinthe Zoning Ordinanceto
the A-R zone in the mid-1990s restrict certain
conditional usesto amaximum of 10,000 square
feetfor al structuresassociated with that conditional
use. Privateclubsassociated with these pre-existing
non-conforming golf coursesfall into thiscategory.
Theseredtrictionscurrently precludeany significant
expans on of theexisting clubhouse associated with
Greenbrier golf coursewhileit existsintheA-R
zone,

Golf coursesare principa usesinthe EAR-1 zone.
Clubhouses associated with golf courses are
conditional usesinthe EAR-1 zone. However, a
zonechangeto EAR-1 dso permitstheareazoned
todevelop assnglefamily, two-family, multi-family,
townhouse, and community residences. Such a
zoning map amendment, whileit would address
possiblefuturegolf coursegrowthissues, would not
address the redevelopment concerns of the
nei ghborhood.

While there may be alternative means of
accomplishingthisoverall desire, thisSmall Area
Plan recommendsthat theA-R zonelanguage be
modified to clarify that A-R land, which hasbeen
brought into the Urban Service Area (USA)

boundary as a result of a comprehensive plan
expansion or modification, and isoccupied by a
non-conforming use as the result of the Zoning
Ordinancelanguagewhenit comesintothe USA,
should be exempt from the 10,000 square-foot
redtriction aslong asthe proposd iscompetiblewith
the other devel opment occurringinthe area. Note
that such achangewould a soimpact, among other
things, churchesthat previoudy existedinthe Rura
ServiceAreabut have been brought into the USA
asapart of aplanning process. A detailed analysis
of theimpact of such atext amendment on other
conditiona usesshould occur asapart of any sudy
or planning processto cons der thisimplementation
strategy. While growth of the current clubhouse
facilitiesisnot aforegone conclusion, addressing
these limitations would be to the benefit of the
community asawhole.

Potential Future Redevelopment of the Golf
CourseAcreage

Although both the golf course owners and the
neighborsgrestly prefer that thegolf coursecontinue
tobeviableasagolf courseand private club, this
Small AreaPlanwould beremissin not addressing
thelong-term possibility of the redevel opment of
the golf course. It isrecommended that the golf
course areabeincluded in the above referenced
ND-1 overlay zone request. Utilizing the
“ Appropriate Redevel opment Opportunities’ of the
I ssues| dentification/Concernssection of thisSmall
Area Plan and Map 4, potential redevelopment
could occur inaway that alowsit to beintegrated
into theexisting resdentia neighborhoods.

An Amendment to the 2001
Comprehensive Plan



ACTION PLAN

One of thekeysto making any planning process effectiveisaclear and detailed “ plan of action” for the
implementation of proposalsand plansendorsed and adopted asapart of the process.

Upon adoption of the Small Area Plan asan amendment to the 2001 Comprehensive Plan Update, the next
gepsinimplementing the recommendationsincludethefollowing:

1) PursueNeighborhood Design Character Overlay (ND-1) by initiating acommunity survey for
specific design standards;

2) Initiate zoning text amendment for A-R related to 10,000 square-foot requirement inside USA
boundary or asmilar text amendment to accomplishthisgod,;

3) Utilizetherecommendationsof thisSmall AreaPlanwhen cons dering any zoning map amendment
requests, or other types of devel opment decision making withinthis Small AreaPlan, possibly
through conditional zoning. Any actionsshould further protect the subdivision’srural character and
plandesgn.

4) Develop a mechanism to ensure that it is as difficult and restrictive to overturn any of the
recommendationsand provisonsof thisSmall AreaPlan, asitistoinitiate and implement them.

It should also be noted that the 2001 Comprehensive Plan Update recommends a“sunset” policy of 10
yearsfor Small AreaPlans, with the pertinent land use, transportation, and other elementsincorporated into
subsequent Comprehensive Plansfor ongoing “life’ and implementation. Thisfurther reinforcesthe need for
implementation effortsto beaggressively pursued. It dso ensuresthat therecommendationsof the Small Area
Plansare carefully analyzed during each Comprehensive Plan update process.
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1. GREENBRIER AREA STUDY COMMITTEE

The Greenbrier Area Study Committeewas created by the Planning Commission in responseto the settlement
of litigation that arose from the 1996 Comprehensive Plan. It was agreed that the Planning Commission
would attempt to review and discuss concernsand i ssues of the Greenbrier nelghborhood resulting from their
inclusion into the Urban Service Area. The Committee agreed that itstaskswould include areview of the
existing conditions, identification of issues, examination of aternativefutureactions, and discusson of what the

realm of implementation couldinclude.

The Committee consisted of three Planning Com-
mission membersand two neighborhood represen-
tatives

* LindaGodfrey (Planning Commission)

» Sarah Gregg (Planning Commission)

» DalamHarper, J. (Committee Chair)
(Panning Commission)

* MarianaMoore (Greenbrier Neighbor-
hood)

*  EmmaTibbs(Greenbrier Neighborhood)

All Committee meetingswere opento the public.
Later inthereview process, the Committee decided
to specifically invitethe ownersof the Greenbrier
Country Clubto attend the Committee meetingsas
non-voting members. Messrs. Larry and Morris
Hart participated in the planning processasown-
ers/operatorsof theclub.

TheCommitteeheld meetingsonthefollowing dates

e December 11, 2001
e January 8, 2002

e January 29, 2002

e February 12, 2002
e February 26, 2002
e March 12,2002

e March 26, 2002

e April 9,2002

The agendas for these meetings are attached as
appendicesto the Greenbrier AreaCommittee Re-
port and are available upon request. In addition,
theDivision of Planning staff attended aneighbor-
hood meeting hosted by the Greenbrier Neighbor-
hood A ssociation onthe evening of April 23, 2002
at David' s Fork Baptist Church on North Cleve-
land Road. Several Committee memberswerea so

present.
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2. GREENBRIER SURVEY AND RESULTS

OnTuesday, April 23, 2002, ameeting between Greenbrier nelghborhood residentsand LFUCG Division of
Panning and Department of Law staff washeld at the David'sFork Baptist Church. Thismeeting culminated
severa weeksof discuss onsbetween acore committee (neighborhood residents and Planning Commission
members) and staff. The purpose of the bi-weekly meetingsand the A pril 23 meeting wasto addressconcerns
of Greenbrier residentsregarding the future of the neighborhood. TheA pril 23 public meeting was multi-
functiond. Division of Planning staff presented i ssuesregarding maintai ning the character of the neighborhood
and waysto achievethat end in the event that, should the golf course no longer exist, therewould be potential
for redevel opment of the subdivision or development in addition to what isexisting. Themeetingwasasoan
opportunity to get feedback from the residents of the Greenbrier subdivisionin order to better addresstheir

concerns.

Following that meeting, asurvey wasmailedtoesch
neighborhood resi dent/family with severa questions/
statementsregarding feglingsabout keeping things
asthey are; possible redevel opment of the golf
course and existing vacant lots; and typesof rede-
velopment, should it becomeimminent. A scaleof 1
through 5 was used, indicating level of agreement
to each question, with “1” indicating strong dis-
agreement and“5” indicating strong agreement. In
addition, further commentswere solicited, should
the questions/statements not address specific con-
cernsthat residents might have. Not all questions

Quedtion 1.

wereanswered, and not everyone added comments.
Out of the 236 surveys sent, 93 were returned.
Ninety-two actualy contained answersto theques-
tions, and onewasreturned in theform of aletter,
addressing issuesthat they thought relevant. The
resultswere cal cul ated by taking the number of re-
sponsesto aparticular question, multiplying it by
thepointsassigned (i.e., thelevd of agreement) and
dividingthat number by thetotal number of responses
to get an average point score. The questions, as
they appeared inthe survey, aswell astheresults,
arelisted below.

| am concer ned about the nature of future redevel opment inthe Greenbrier area.

Of the ninety-two (92) (survey) responses, eighty-one (81) responded that they strongly agreed with
this statement. One questionnaire had no responseto this question, and the remainder of responses
ranged from“1” to“4”, with only five (5) “ Somewhat Agree’ responses. Thegenera averagefor this
response was 4.74, which indicatesthat thelevel of concern regarding the future of the Greenbrier
neighborhood on the part of residentswho participated inthe survey isvery high. Several comments
werereceived, stating that residentswant no changeto the existing character of the neighborhood.

Quedtion2:
sndlerlots.

I would obj ect to existing one-acrelotsin Greenbrier being redevel oped into moreand

Of thetota number of responses, eighty-four (84) strongly agreed with thisstatement. Thedistribution
of theremainder of responseswassimilar to that of question®1. Thegeneral averagefor thisresponse
was4.83, indicating astrong objection to current lot sizesin theolder areaof Greenbrier being subdi-
vided into smaller lots. The general consensus (between the survey questions and the added com-
ments) seemsto bethat people moved to Greenbrier because of itsunique character and do not want
that character to changemuch, if at all. In particul ar, they do not want it to be or become*just another
neighborhood.” They likethe existing setback and the density and would liketo preserve asmuch
green space aspossiblein theevent that the golf course doesdevelopinthefuture. However, most do
not want to losethegolf course, someeven stating that if the golf courseisdevel oped, they will move

fromthesubdivision.
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Quedtion 3: | would not obj ect tolarge additionsto existing homesin Greenbrier.

Of thetotal number of responsesto question 3, only twenty-five (25) responded that they strongly
agreed with thisstatement. However, twenty-seven (27) responded that they somewhat agreed. “No
Opinion,” “ Somewhat Disagree” and “ Strongly Disagree” werefairly evenly distributed intheir re-
sponses. Thegenera average scorefor thisquestion was 3.35, which seemsto indicatethat thereis
some concern on the part of residentsregarding large additions and the possibility that this might
changethe character of the neighborhood, but not an undue amount. One person commented that
larger houseswould likely increase property values.

Question 4: | would want future home additionsto respect such thingsasthe existing setback from
roads.

Of thetotal number of responsesto this statement, seventy-four (74) responded that they werein
strong agreement. Thirteen (13) responded that they somewhat agreed, and the remainder had either
no opinion or disagreed with the statement. The overall average scorefor thisquestionwas4.68. This,
in combination with additional commentsreceived, indicatesthat theresidentsprefer the existing set-
back from the road and do not mind theideaof large additions, provided these additions respect the
setback, and provided they are“tasteful and in keeping with the character of the neighborhood.”

Quedtion5: | would not obj ect to someexisting homes being removed and replaced with larger
homes onthe samelot (noincreasein the number of lots).

Theresponsesto thisstatement were evenly divided between* Strongly Agree”’ (46) and theremaining
four categories. Twenty-six (26) responded that they somewhat agreed, eleven (11) neither agreed
nor disagreed, one (1) somewhat disagreed, and six (6) strongly disagreed. The average scorewas
4.13, whichindicatesthat res dentsare generally in agreement that, provided theresidentia density is
no moreintensethan currently exists, larger homeswould not bother them.

Question6: | would want such new homesto respect such things as existing setbacksfrom roads.

Of thetotal number of responses, seventy-seven (77) indicated strong agreement to this statement.
Nine (9) responded that they somewhat agreed, four (4) had no opinion, and only one (1) voiced
strong di sagreement with this statement. The average scorewas4.71; and combined with the added
comments, it appearsthat existing setback hasasmuch to do with the character they wishto preserve
asdoesresdential density and open space. However, when question #8 was answered, open space
did not appear to be asmuch of anissue. (Seebelow.)

Quedtion7: It ismy prefer encethat the golf course/club remaininthefuture.

Overall, the average score on thisquestion was4.77. Eighty-three (83) of the ninety-two (92) survey
responsesindicated strong agreement to thisstatement. Two individua sdid not even answer, stating
that thiswas an unacceptabl e option and the question did not warrant an answer. Feglingsappear to be
strong with regard to keeping the golf course as part of the subdivision.



PLANNING FOR THE FUTURE INVOLVES CONSIDERING THINGS THAT MAY BE DIF-
FICULT TO IMAGINE. THE FOLLOWING ARE COMPLETELY HYPOTHETICAL QUES-
TIONS.

IF IT WERE INEVITABLE THAT THE GOLF COURSE LAND DEVELOP, and GIVEN THE
SAME NUMBER OF HOUSING UNITS UNDER ANY OF THE FOLLOWING SCENARIQOS:

Question8: | would prefer that any new devel opment be* clustered” into townhouses or other
usesto leave the maximum amount of open space.

Only ten (10) responsesindicated strong agreement to this statement. Forty-three (43) indicated
strong disagreement. The overall scorefor thisquestionwas 1.69. At first glance, there appearsto be
adiscrepancy between the responsesto question #6 and this question. However, the commentsthat
wereadded indicate that although the residents prefer the open green space, if the golf coursewereto
be devel oped, they would like to see one-acre lots as opposed to clustering of townhomes. This
would be morein character with what they have, what they like about the subdivision, and what they
wishto maintain; and “ one-acrelots provide enough open space.”

Question9: | would prefer that the devel opment be single-family detached homesonlotsthe
samesizeascurrently existin Greenbrier, evenif thismeant theloss of open aress.

Of the ninety-two (92) responsesto thisstatement, fifty (50) indicated strong agreement. Twelve (12)
indicated that they somewhat agreed with the statement, and thirteen (13) provided no response. The
remaining three categorieswerefairly evenly distributed with regard to number of responses. In gen-
eral, thosethat did not respond to the questi on/statement al so provided no written comment, although
somedid atethat devel oping the golf coursewastota ly unacceptableasan option. Theoveral score
for thisquestion was 3.62. Based on the written comments (in general), if thosethat only provided
written comments had answered the questions asthey appear inthe questionnaire, itislikely that the
overal scorewould have been higher.

Question10: 1 would prefer amix of both of the above scenarios.

Therewasre atively strong disagreement when responding to this statement. Forty-three (43) out of
ninety-two (92) responseswere“ Strongly Disagree,” with only five (5) indicating strong agreement
(thelowest number of responses). Theremaining categories (including no responses) werefairly evenly
distributed, resulting in an overall scoreof 1.76. Based on the number of responsesinthe® Strongly
Disagree’ category and the distribution among the remaining categories, it appearsthat the option of
any new devel opment in the Greenbrier subdivisonwould bemet withlessthan an enthusiastic attitude
—whether it be devel oped aslargelot single-family detached or clustering to preserve green space.
Therewere exceptionsto thisin thecomments, with afew individua snoting that townhomes (upscae)
such asthose proposed for theHarts' property would be okay for elderly couplesthat can no longer
carefor largeyardsbut, that would liketo remainin the subdivision.

Insummary, it wasclear that the neighborhood survey validated thework of the Committee and theprinciples
and objectivesthat it drafted. Raw statistical datafrom the survey isattached asAppendix 3, and alisting of
genera respondent commentsthat were written onthe survey formsisincluded asAppendix 4.
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3. SURVEY STATISTICAL DATA

Question # 1 2 3 4 5
Points #rep|raw | # raw | #resp | raw | #resp | raw |#resp| raw

score| resp | score score score score
5 81 405 84| 420 25| 125 74| 370 46| 230
4.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4.5
4 5| 20 4 16 27| 108 13| 52 26| 104
3.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 2 6 1 3 12| 36 2 6 11 33
2.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 2 4 2 4 14] 28 1 2 1 2
15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 1 1 1 1 n 1u 1 1 6 6
0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0

Did not answer 1 0 2 0 0
AVERAGE SCORE: 4.74 4.83 3.35 4.68 4.13

Question # 6 7 8 9 10
Points #rep|raw | # raw | #resp | raw | #resp | raw |#resp| raw

score| resp | score score score score
5 77] 385 83| 415 10| S50 50| 250 S 25
4.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 9 36 3 12 4 16 12| 48 8 32
3.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3.5
3 4 12 4 12 9 27 7l 21 13 39
2.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 0 0 0 0 8| 16 4 8 10 20
15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 43| 43 6 6 42 42
0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0

Did not answer 1 2 15 13 12
AVERAGE SCORE: 4.71 477 1.69 3.62 1.76
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4. GENERAL COMMENTS NOT SPECIFICALLY INCLUDED IN THE
DISCUSSION OF SURVEY RESPONSES

Should be ableto expect surrounding propertiesto remain relatively the same asthey are—
inexcusableto think that everything could change without property owners concurrence

Any new devel opment should abide by the same deed restrictionsasexisting

Create anew zoning designation to accommodate things asthey are—do not want EAR-1 or even
10-acreA-Rlots

Character of Greenbrier isunique—don’t changeit (several comments)

Green spaceisimportant —if the golf course must be devel oped, one-acrelotsare preferable;
maintain some green spacefor biking, walking, possibly a1- or 2-acre park; preservethe
maximum amount of green spacepossible

Keeptheneighborhood intact; preserveitsintegrity

No greater density if golf course doesdevelop in future—would liketo see estate homeson large
lots

Do not want congestion (traffic or otherwise) in neighborhood

Trafficlightsneeded at entrancesto subdivision

Harts townhomesare okay —may serve asabuffer between Greenbrier and adjoining
development

Walnut Hill-Chilesburg Road should be re-opened

Likesand appreciatesthefact that the golf courseisthere, but would likeit to be more accessible
to everyonein thesubdivision—can’t afford themembership fee
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5. ALTERNATIVE COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATIONS

POSSIBLE APPROACH PROs CONs
1. Creation of a new Expansion Set a new Comp Plan Difficult process. Comp Plan
Area Master Plan Land Use direction for future zone amendment, with state statute
Category & Amendmert to changes other than the reguirements
Conmprehensive Plan: New "sraight" EAR-1 currently Long Time Frame
Category for Greenbrier Area recommended in the EAMP No guarantee recommendations
would be followed
2. EAR-1 Zoning with conditions Relatively quick to implement Lower standard for removal of
for Greenbrier Conditions can be designed conditions vs. rezoning
Specifically for Greenbrier
NOTE: This option was "areas’ Greenbrier residents’ past concerns
rejected unanimously by Can be done without any and diglike for this approach
Greenbrier residents when further amendments to the
proposed in 1996 Comprehensive Plan
3. Creation of a new primary e Category might be able to be Another special zoning category;,
zoning category, and application designed for other situations in many feel there are too many
on Greenbrier area addition to Greenbrier zoning categories at presert.
Lengthy 2-step implementation
process (text amendment, then
zoning change)
4. Cregtion of a new zoning e Same as #3 above Same as #3 above

overlay category
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