
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Kenton County Planning Commission
MANY COMMUNITIES / ONE FUTURE

June 16, 2023

KEN SMITH – CITY MANAGER
CITY OF COVINGTON
20 W PIKE ST
COVINGTON KY 41011

Dear Mr. Smith                                             NUMBER: PC2305-0003

Attached please find a copy of this Commission's action from its meeting on June 1, 2023 regarding a 
proposed map amendment and variances to the Covington Neighborhood Development Code. (The 
proposal was submitted by Corporex Development & Construction Management, LLC per Greg Scheper 
on behalf of 401 Crescent Avenue LLC). Copies of this action have been sent to those persons or agencies 
which may be affected by this matter.

Please notify Andy Videkovich, Current Planning Manager of Planning & Zoning, of the meeting time and 
date when this item is placed on your agenda. Once your legislative body acts on this map amendment, 
please provide our staff at PDS with a copy of your executed ordinance. For questions regarding our action 
or to request PDS staff representation at your meeting, please contact Andy Videkovich, AICP, Current 
Planning Manager of the Planning and Zoning Administration Department at PDS 859.331.8980 or 
avidekovich@pdskc.org

Please note that per KRS 100, map amendments require action by the legislative body within 90 days of
the Planning Commission's action. If no action is taken, the Planning Commission's recommendation shall 
become final and effective. Planning Commission action on the variance requests are final.

Thank you.

BRIAN DUNHAM, CHAIR
KENTON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

attachment

cc:  Corporex Development & Construction Management, LLC per Greg Scheper – Applicant
  401 Crescent Avenue LLC- Owner
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KENTON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
STATEMENT OF ACTION AND RECOMMENDATION

NUMBER:  PC2305-0003 

WHEREAS
Corporex Development & Construction Management, LLC per Greg Scheper on behalf of 401 
Crescent Avenue LLC, HAS SUBMITTED AN APPLICATION REQUESTING THE KENTON COUNTY 
PLANNING COMMISSION TO REVIEW AND MAKE RECOMMENDATIONS ON: A proposed map 
amendment to Covington Neighborhood Development Code changing the described area from 
AUC (an Auto-Urban Commercial district) to SU (a Semi-Urban Residential district). This request 
includes the review of the following variance requests: (1) increasing the maximum height 
permitted for Building D; and (2) increasing the maximum front yard setbacks of Buildings A, B, C, 
and D; AND 

WHEREAS 
A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON THIS APPLICATION ON THURSDAY, JUNE 1, 2023, AT 6:15 P.M. 
VIA IN THE KENTON CHAMBERS LOCATED AT 1840 SIMON KENTON WAY, COVINGTON, 
KENTUCKY; AND A RECORD OF THAT HEARING IS ON FILE AT THE OFFICES OF THE KENTON 
COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION, 1840 SIMON KENTON WAY, COVINGTON, KENTUCKY. 

NOW, THEREFORE, 
THE KENTON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION SUBMITS THE FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATIONS, 
ALONG WITH SUPPORTING INFORMATION AND COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DOCUMENTATION: 

KCPC RECOMMENDATION: REQUEST 1: – CITY OF COVINGTON NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT CODE: 

Favorable recommendation on the map amendment to the Covington Zoning Ordinance changing the 
described area from AUC (an Auto-Urban Commercial district) to SU (a Semi-Urban Residential district). 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DOCUMENTATION:

Date of Adoption by the Kenton County Planning Commission: September 5, 2019.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION/BASES FOR KCPC RECOMMENDATION 1: 

1. The proposed map amendment is generally consistent with the goals, objectives, and 
recommendations of the Comprehensive Plan: 
a. While PDS staff has identified that this map amendment is not consistent with the 

recommended land use map, staff has identified several other areas where the map 
amendment is consistent with the goals, objectives, and recommendations. This proposed 
map amendment will encourage new housing on a vacant and underutilized lot within the 
urban core near existing facilities and employment centers. 

2. The submitted Stage I Development Plan meets the minimum requirements of the Covington 
Neighborhood Development Code, except for the following: 
a. Section 02.04.1.C.6. sets the maximum height within the SU (Semi-Urban Residential) 
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Character District as the greater of 35 feet or 120 percent of the context average. In this case, 
the nature of the subject context prescribes the maximum height as 35 feet. The proposed 
plan is showing a maximum height of 35 feet four inches for “Building D”. The applicant is 
seeking a variance for this requirement.

b. Section 02.04.1.C.6. sets the maximum front yard setback within the SU (Semi-Urban 
Residential) Character District as the greater of 10 feet or 120 percent of the context average. 
In this case, the nature of the subject context prescribes the maximum front setback as 10 
feet. The proposed plan indicates front street setbacks along Western Avenue at 26 feet, two 
inches for “Building A”, 24 feet for “Building B”, 22 feet for “Building C”, and 12 feet, 3 inches 
for “Building D”. The applicant is seeking a variance for this requirement.

c. Hillside Stability Overlay (02.05.3)
d. Development design guidelines (04.08), including building design, landscaping, and signs.

3. Based on testimony presented at the June 1, 2023, public hearing.

KCPC ACTION: REQUEST 2: 

To approve the following variance requests: (1) increasing the maximum height permitted for Building D; 
and (2) increasing the maximum front yard setbacks of Buildings A, B, C, and D.

BASIS: REQUEST 2: 

1. The variance requests will not adversely affect the public health, safety, or welfare, will not alter 
the essential character of the general vicinity, will not cause a hazard or a nuisance to the public, 
and will not allow an unreasonable circumvention of the requirements of the zoning regulations. 

2. Based on testimony presented at the June 1, 2023, public hearing.

BRIAN DUNHAM, CHAIR
KENTON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION



PC2305-0003 City of Covington – Map Amendment & Variances 4 

(NOTE: This summary was compiled by the Commission’s secretary in compliance with 100.211 (1).  It is 
believed to be accurate but has not been reviewed or approved by the Commission. A summary will be 
found in the officially approved minutes, which will be available following the next meeting of the 
Commission.)
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TO: Kenton County Planning Commission Members and Matt Smith, Legal Counsel

FROM:  Andy Videkovich, AICP,Current Planning Manager 

RE: Staff Recommendations for the Public Hearing 

DATE:  May 25, 2023

PDS submits the attached report and recommendation for your review prior to the scheduled June 01, 2023, public
hearing. This information relates to the following agenda item:

FILE:    PC2305-0003
APPLICANT: Corporex Development & Construction Management, LLC per Greg Scheper on behalf of 401 

Crescent Avenue LLC
LOCATION: 201 & 401 Crescent Avenue; an area of approximately 2.4 acres located on the east side of 

Western Avenue and the west side of Crescent Avenue, located between Highway Avenue to 
the north and West 5th Street to the south, approximately 600 feet south of Highway Avenue.

REQUESTS: A proposed map amendment to Covington Neighborhood Development Code changing the 
described area from AUC (an Auto-Urban Commercial district) to SU (a Semi-Urban Residential 
district). This request includes the review of the following variance requests: (1) increasing the 
maximum height permitted for Building D; and (2) increasing the maximum front yard setbacks of 
Buildings A, B, C, and D.

SUMMARY:  The applicant proposes to construct four four-story townhome buildings (25 units total) with 
additional off-street parking spaces. The height of Building D is proposed to be 35 feet, four 
inches where 35 feet is the maximum height permitted. The front street setbacks along Western 
Avenue are proposed to be 26 feet, two inches (Building A); 24 feet (Building B); 22 feet (Building 
C); and 12 feet, three inches (Building D) where 10 feet is the maximum front street setback 
permitted.

Staff will be prepared to address your comments and/or questions regarding the project during the public hearing. If 
you need additional information or clarification prior to that time, don't hesitate to contact me.

cc:  Greg Scheper, Corporex Development & Construction Management, LLC – Owner/Applicant
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HISTORY & BACKGROUND

1. In 2014, Willie’s Sport’s Café, which occupied the site for twenty-three years, permanently closed.  
 

2. In 2017, Pendleton Sears Architects requested a map amendment for the site to change its zoning from a 
Commercial – Community zone (CC-1A) to an Industrial Park zone (IP-3A) to use the site for a self-storage 
facility and pet kennel that also required a conditional use permit. Both PDS staff and the KCPC provided an 
unfavorable recommendation on the issue (PC1703-0007).  
 

3. In late 2017, the site was purchased by Corporex.  
 

4. In 2018, the site was razed by Corporex.  
 

5. In 2020, the City of Covington submitted an application to adopt a new zoning ordinance (Neighborhood 
Development Code), including new text and a new official zoning map. The KCPC provided a favorable 
recommendation and the City adopted the subsequent ordinance. The zoning on the site in question was 
converted from CC-1A to AUC. 
 

6. Corporex is now seeking a map amendment and variances to construct residential development on the site.  
 
SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

1. The site has largely been cleared as only paved parking and concrete areas remain from razing the site in 
2017. The site is approximately 2.4 acres and is currently zoned AUC (Auto-Urban Commercial district). The 
site has vehicular access from Western Avenue and Crescent Avenue.  

 
2. The surrounding area consists of a mixture of single-family residences and commercial uses. The 

surrounding area is zoned SU (Semi-Urban Residential district) or AUC (Auto-Urban Commercial district).  
 
ANALYSIS 

1. Current Zoning

 ZONING MINIMUM LOT SIZE
(CONTEXT AVERAGE)

MAXIMUM DENSITY
(CONTEXT AVERAGE)

CURRENT AUC 20,000 sq. ft. N/A 

NORTH AUC 20,000 sq. ft. N/A 

SOUTH SU 2,000 (2,200) sq. ft.1 21.8 (19.8) du/na1 

 
EAST AUC 20,000 sq. ft. N/A 

WEST SU  
AUC

2,000 (900) sq. ft.1 
20,000 sq. ft.

21.8 (48.4) du/na1 

 N/A 

1 Minimum lot size and density for the SU Zone is based on the Single-Family Attached building type. The lot size 
and maximum density could vary based on how the zoning administrator calculates the context average for 
single-family attached. 
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PETITION REVIEW

1. Semi-Urban Residential Zone (SU) – Primary District 
a. The purpose is to provide for renovation, incremental expansion, or new construction of contextually-

sensitive single-family detached and attached, two-family, townhouse, and triplex/quadplex dwellings, 
along with allowances for small-scale neighborhood commercial uses, and to prevent or minimize 
vehicular access points from interrupting streetscapes and non-motorized mobility.  

b. Uses permitted by right, conditionally permitted, or limited include:  
i. Agriculture and Animal Service 

ii. Household Living 
iii. Group Living 
iv. Civic 
v. Medical Facilities 

vi. Utilities 
vii. Entertainment, Indoor 

viii. Office 
ix. Overnight Accommodations 
x. Retail Repair, Sales, and Service 

xi. Vehicle Sales and Service 
c. The minimum lot density and dimensions within the SU district are based on building type. For the 

proposed development, which are single-family attached dwellings: 
i. The minimum lot width is the lesser of (1) 20 feet or (2) lot width of the narrowest similarly-

developed lot within the context. 
ii. The minimum area is the lesser of (1) 2,000 sq. ft. or (2) lot area of smallest similarly-developed lot 

within the context.  
 
2. The submitted development plan indicates the following:  

a. A total area of approximately 2.4 acres. 
b. 25 new residential units to be constructed. 

i. 25 attached single-family units.  
ii. Each unit will have a two-car garage.  

c. The proposed maximum building height is to be 35 feet, 4 inches where 35 feet is the maximum.  
d. The total density of the proposed development is to be approximately 10.4 dwelling units per acre.  
e. The front street setbacks vary from 12 feet, 3 inches to 24 feet depending on the building (Building A: 

26 feet, 2 inches; Building B: 24 feet; Building C: 22 feet; Building D: 12 feet, 3 inches). The maximum 
front street setback permitted is 10 feet. There are no maximums for the interior side or rear setbacks.  

f. Provisions for off-street parking spaces:  
i. There is no minimum for parking spaces required; however, the maximum parking spaces permitted 

is 2 per dwelling unit.  
ii. There are 30 surface spaces shown at 18 feet by 9 feet with 24-foot drive aisles. 

g. Provisions for existing utilities and additional utilities are provided.  
h. There is direct access to the property through Crescent Avenue and Western Avenue, which are existing 

access points.  

There are two requests within the submitted application. Each is reviewed separately within this document to 
provide the most comprehendible and comprehensive review. 

Request 1: A proposed map amendment to Covington Neighborhood Development Code changing the 
described area from AUC (an Auto-Urban Commercial district) to SU (a Semi-Urban Residential district).
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COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

1. Comprehensive Plan: A full review of the Direction 2030: Your Voice. Your Choice. goals, objectives, and 
recommendations were conducted by staff. The following is a summary of what staff finds to be the most 
relevant sections: 
a. PDS staff finds that the submitted request is consistent with the following: 

i. Goals and Objectives: 
a) Goal 1: Encourage a variety of housing types throughout the County to meet the needs of all 

generations and income levels.  
(1) Objective A: Promote all aspects of housing including infill, redevelopment and new 

development where appropriate.  
(2) Objective B: Encourage housing in closer proximity to employment centers.  

b) Goal 4: Celebrate the unique identity of communities within Kenton County. 
(1) Objective A: Strengthen the vitality of the urban core through historic preservation, infill 

development on vacant and underutilized properties and building upon the strong sense of 
neighborhood and community.  

ii. Urban Sub Area Element: 
a) Recommendation 1: Redevelop strategic residential, commercial, and industrial areas that are 

currently underutilized and have the potential for a high return on investment.  
iii. Housing Element: 

a) Recommendation 1: Determine the housing demand for different styles of housing throughout 
Kenton County.  

b) Recommendation 3: Encourage new housing developments within close proximity to areas 
where utilities, commercial activity, and community services already exist. 

 
Staff findings: The proposed map amendment will encourage the development of housing near employment 
centers and where utilities, commercial activity, and community services already exist. It will also allow for 
infill development at vacant and underutilized lots that will strengthen the vitality of the urban core by 
building upon the sense of neighborhood and community.  

 
2. Recommended Land Use

DESCRIPTION
CURRENT Commercial 

NORTH Commercial
SOUTH Commercial, residential 7.1 to 14 du/na
EAST Commercial
WEST Residential 7.1-14.0 du/na, residential over 30 du/na 
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a. The entirety of the site in question is identified as a Developmentally Sensitive Area 

(DSA).  The DSA designation is not intended, nor should it be construed to indicate, that 
the property should not or cannot be developed.  Its primary purpose is to identify areas 
that have one, or a combination of several factors that may pose a problem during or 
after construction. 

b. There are no blueline streams or floodplains located within the site in question.  
 

 
 
Staff findings: The proposed development is not in agreement with the Recommended Land Use map of 
Direction 2030. The proposed development will provide single-family residential at a density of 
approximately 10.4 dwelling units per net acre where commercial uses are recommended. Although the site 
in question is identified for commercial uses, the proposed development is a logical extension of the existing 
attached single-family residential along Western Avenue.  
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION 1: Favorable recommendation on the map amendment to the Covington 
Zoning Ordinance changing the described area from AUC (an Auto-Urban Commercial district) to SU (a 
Semi-Urban Residential district); The applicant proposes to construct 25 attached single-family residential 
units.  

STATE STATUTE

1. KRS 100.213 states that before any map amendment is granted, the planning commission or the 
legislative body or fiscal court must find that the map amendment is in agreement with the adopted 
comprehensive plan, or, in the absence of such a finding, that one (1) or more of the following apply and 
such finding shall be recorded in the minutes and records of the planning commission or the legislative 
body or fiscal court: 
a. That the existing zoning classification given to the property is inappropriate and that the proposed 

zoning classification is appropriate; 
b. That there have been major changes of an economic, physical, or social nature within the area 

involved which were not anticipated in the adopted comprehensive plan and which have 
substantially altered the basic character of such area. 

SUPPORTING INFORMATION/BASES FOR STAFF RECOMMENDATION 1 

1. The proposed map amendment is generally consistent with the goals, objectives, and 
recommendations of the Comprehensive Plan: 
a. While PDS staff has identified that this map amendment is not consistent with the recommended 

land use map, staff has identified several other areas where the map amendment is consistent with 
the goals, objectives, and recommendations. This proposed map amendment will encourage new 
housing on a vacant and underutilized lot within the urban core near existing facilities and 
employment centers. 

2. The submitted Stage I Development Plan meets the minimum requirements of the Covington 
Neighborhood Development Code, except for the following; 
a. Section 02.04.1.C.6. sets the maximum height within the SU (Semi-Urban Residential) Character 

District as the greater of 35 feet or 120 percent of the context average. In this case, the nature of 
the subject context prescribes the maximum height as 35 feet. The proposed plan is showing a 
maximum height of 35 feet four inches for “Building D”. The applicant is seeking a variance for this 
requirement. 

b. Section 02.04.1.C.6. sets the maximum front yard setback within the SU (Semi-Urban Residential) 
Character District as the greater of 10 feet or 120 percent of the context average. In this case, the 
nature of the subject context prescribes the maximum front setback as 10 feet. The proposed plan 
indicates front street setbacks along Western Avenue at 26 feet, two inches for “Building A”, 24 
feet for “Building B”, 22 feet for “Building C”, and 12 feet, 3 inches for “Building D”. The applicant is 
seeking a variance for this requirement. 

c. Hillside Stability Overlay (02.05.3) 
d. Development design guidelines (04.08), including building design, landscaping, signs,  
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION 2: Favorable recommendation on the following variance requests: (1) 
increasing the maximum height permitted for Building D; and (2) increasing the maximum front yard 
setbacks of Buildings A, B, C, and D. 

Request 2: This request includes the review of the following variance requests: (1) increasing the maximum 
height permitted for Building D; and (2) increasing the maximum front yard setbacks of Buildings A, B, C, and D.

Local Code

1. Section 07.20.2 of the Covington Neighborhood Development Code allows the application to have any 
variance requests be heard and finally decided by the KCPC at the public hearing on a proposed map 
amendment.  

  
2. Section 07.23.4 of the Covington Neighborhood Development Code states that in determining whether to 

approve, approve with conditions, or deny a Variance, the applicable review bodies must make findings and 
shall consider the factors included below, per KRS 100.243, in addition to the applicable basic review criteria 
in Sec. 07.20.7, Basic Review Criteria. 

 
3. In accordance with Section 07.23.4.C.2. the KCPC may authorize a variance if the following four findings can 

be made:  
a. The variance will not adversely affect the public health, safety or welfare;  
b. Will not alter the essential character of the general vicinity;  
c. Will not cause a hazard or a nuisance to the public; and  
d. Will not allow the unreasonable circumvention of the requirements of the zoning regulations.  

 
4. In accordance with section 07.23.4.C.3. the KCPC shall consider whether:  

a. The requested variance arises from special circumstances which do not generally apply to land in the 
general vicinity, or in the same zone;  
Staff findings:  The requested variances do not arise from special circumstances which do not 
generally apply to land in the general vicinity, or in the same zone. The surrounding area is zoned SU 
and is within the DSA. 

b. The strict application of the provisions of the regulation would deprive the applicant of the reasonable 
use of the land or would create an unnecessary hardship on the applicant; and  
Staff findings:  The strict application of the provisions of the regulations would not deprive the 
applicant of the reasonable use of the land. The strict application of the provisions of the regulations 
would not create an unnecessary hardship on the applicant. If the rezoning is approved, the applicant 
could construct attached single-family dwellings that meet the requirements of the zoning ordinance. 

c. The circumstances are the result of actions of the applicant taken subsequent to the adoption of the 
zoning regulations from which relief is sought.  
Staff findings:  The circumstances are not the result of actions of the applicant taken subsequent to 
the adoption of the zoning regulations from which relief is sought. The applicant became aware of the 
need for variances through the normal permitting process. 

 
SUPPORTING INFORMATION/BASES FOR STAFF RECOMMENDATION

1. The variance requests will not adversely affect the public health, safety, or welfare, will not alter the 
essential character of the general vicinity, will not cause a hazard or a nuisance to the public, and will not 
allow an unreasonable circumvention of the requirements of the zoning regulations.  
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From: Greg Scheper
To: Megan Bessey
Cc: Dalton Belcher; Andy Videkovich
Subject: RE: PC2305-0003 KCPC Application Inquiry
Date: Tuesday, May 16, 2023 12:33:43 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Megan,

With regard to the above-referenced application, we request that any required variances required
for the Development Plan be heard by the Kenton County Planning Commission. At this time we do
not have a definitive determination as to exactly what variances will be required nor the extent of
those variance requests. Based on our review and studies it is our position that the building heights
and setbacks conform with the standards for the SU zone set forth in Covington’s Neighborhood
Development Code, particularly when considered . However, we understand that determination will
be made by the City’s Zoning Administrator and said determination has not been made as of the
time of the email. Based on prior discussions and communications (including those contained in this
email chain) it is foreseeable that building height and setback variances may be required.

In the event that building height and setback variances will be required, we request that these be
heard before the planning commission. If it is determined that there are additional variances
required, or that the extent of the height and setback variances are significantly greater than what is
referenced in Dalton’s May 11 email correspondence, please contact me at (859) 466-3443 to
discuss.

Thank you,

Greg Scheper

Corporex Companies, LLC
859-292-5541  direct | 859-466-3443  mobile| gscheper@corporex.com

From: Megan Bessey <mbessey@pdskc.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 2023 10:29 AM
To: Greg Scheper <GScheper@Corporex.com>
Cc: Dalton Belcher <dalton.belcher@covingtonky.gov>; Andy Videkovich <avidekovich@pdskc.org>
Subject: RE: PC2305-0003 KCPC Application Inquiry

Greg,



Please call me at 716-829-9898 or call Andy at 859-331-8980. We need to know if these will
be on KCPC or through the BOARD. I am working from home today so don’t mind the odd cell
number. Thanks.

Respectfully,

Megan Bessey, PhD, CCEO
Principal Planner

From: Greg Scheper <GScheper@Corporex.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 15, 2023 12:36 PM
To: Dalton Belcher <dalton.belcher@covingtonky.gov>; Megan Bessey <mbessey@pdskc.org>
Subject: RE: PC2305-0003 KCPC Application Inquiry
Importance: High
 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dalton/Megan,

Per my voice messages from earlier this morning, I am following up on the emails below. In response
to Dalton’s email from last Thursday (May 11), I am supplementing the Cross Sections sent last
Wednesday with the attached, which more clearly depicts the height of each building as defined by
the NDC criteria as indicated in that email. As noted, the appropriate measurement for building
height is to the “average height level between the eaves and ridge for gable, hip, and gambrel
roofs”. Although the original cross-sections identify this average height between the eaves and ridge
as being 4’5” below the ridge, the specific height noted on those cross-sections was taken from the
ridge of the roof. The attached drawings and the chart below better demonstrates the height per the
language of the NDC. Measuring the height based on the average between eaves and ridge (as
opposed to the peak of the ridge), the heights the relevant average height for Building A is 27’10”
(from 32’3”), Building B is 30’10’ (from 35’3”), Building C is 30’ 8” (from 35’1”) and Building D is 35’4”
(from 39’9”). Building D still exceeds 35’ (assuming this height limit is not adjusted per the context).

With regard to the setbacks, the cross-sections does provide the results of our study of the context
averages in the immediate vicinity. To define the context we used the properties immediately across
Western Avenue from 201 and 401 Crescent Avenue. The existence and location of the extensive
retaining wall limits the ability to strictly comply with the setback requirements as set forth in Table
04.10.2, which states that the maximum setback is the greater of 10’ or 120% of the context
average. As noted below, the average setbacks from R/W for Buildings A, B and C range from 19’8”
to 25’3”. However, based on our study of the “context” of the properties closest to this project, the



average setback is 22.4’, 120% of that context average would be 26.9’.

Is there a convenient time to discuss this and hopefully get some determination regarding if and
what variances we need to request?

Thanks for your help.

Building Heights Setbacks

 
To Peak

Avg- eaves to
ridge From R/W From Wall

Building A     

Section 10 30' 8" 26' 3" 22' 7" 14' 7"

Section 9 32" 1" 27' 8" 25' 11" 16' 1"

Section 8 34' 0" 29' 7" 21' 1" 13' 1"

Average 32' 3" 27' 10" 24' 3" 14' 7"

    
Building B     
Section 7 34' 11" 30' 6" 20' 2" 13' 3"

Section 6 35' 2" 30' 9" 23' 5" 18' 0"

Section 5 35' 8" 31' 3" 18' 8" 14' 1"

Average 35' 3" 30' 10 20' 9" 15" 1"

   
Building C     
Section 4 35' 5" 31' 0" 17' 9" 14' 3"

Section 3 35' 6" 31' 1" 24' 11" 18' 10"

Section 2 34' 4" 29' 11" 16' 3" 14' 6"

Average 35' 1" 30' 8" 19' 8" 16' 0"

   
Building D    
Section 1 39' 9" 35' 4" 8 '8" N/A

Average 39' 9" 35' 4" 8' 8" N/A

Greg Scheper

Corporex Companies, LLC
859-292-5541  direct | 859-466-3443  mobile| gscheper@corporex.com

From: Greg Scheper 
Sent: Thursday, May 11, 2023 3:35 PM
To: Dalton Belcher <dalton.belcher@covingtonky.gov>; Megan Bessey <mbessey@pdskc.org>
Subject: RE: PC2305-0003 KCPC Application Inquiry
 
Thanks Dalton. This is helpful. I did want to note that building heights you note measure to the ridge,



and the average height level between the eaves and the ridge is actually 4’5” lower. It is a bit
confusing how that is indicated in the drawing. Also, will the 120% of context average factor into this
analysis?

I know you’re out of pocket the rest of the day, so I’ll plan on catching up some time tomorrow.

Have a good evening.

Greg Scheper

Corporex Companies, LLC
859-292-5541  direct | 859-466-3443  mobile| gscheper@corporex.com

From: Dalton Belcher <dalton.belcher@covingtonky.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, May 11, 2023 2:29 PM
To: Greg Scheper <GScheper@Corporex.com>; Megan Bessey <mbessey@pdskc.org>
Subject: RE: PC2305-0003 KCPC Application Inquiry
 
Greg,
 
So, it would seem that the maximum building height for these buildings would be 35’. I think Megan
and I are trying to determine just which of the buildings will need a variance. Going off what I’m
seeing here it looks like Building D most likely will need a variance as it is over 35’ (looks like it’s
39’9”) and it looks like that Building B and C would too based off what I’m seeing.
 
Generally, we would just have the average elevation for each building and use that number.
 
Building height is to be measured as the vertical distance measured from average elevation of the
finished grade adjoining the building at the front of the building to:

1. The average height level between eaves and ridge for gable, hip, and gambrel roofs.
2. The highest point of the roof surface for a flat roof; and
3. The deck line of a mansard roof.

 
Without that, I’m going to just use what we’ve got in these documents.
 
Building B
Section 5 – 35’8”
Section 6 – 35’2”
Section 7 – 34’11”
 
Building C
Section 2 – 34’6”
Section 3 – 35’6”



Section 4 – 35’5”

The average of these three numbers (for both building B & C) would be slightly over 35’ if my math is
correct. So, they would exceed the maximum permitted building height.

As a note, I’m not going to be available for the rest of the day after this.

DALTON BELCHER |
REGULATORY SERVICES MANAGER & ZONING ADMINISTRATOR

W: 859-292-2135

www.thecovky.gov
 | News

.

From: Greg Scheper <GScheper@Corporex.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2023 11:54 AM
To: Megan Bessey <mbessey@pdskc.org>
Cc: Dalton Belcher <dalton.belcher@covingtonky.gov>
Subject: RE: PC2305-0003 KCPC Application Inquiry

Megan/Dalton,

I apologize for the length of this email but believe the information and context will be helpful in your
review. I am happy to discuss it over the phone or in person as well if you have any questions or
concerns.

As I discussed with Dalton on Monday, we appreciate the City’s preference to have any variance
requests heard by the City’s BOARD as opposed to being heard by the Planning Commission per KRS
100.2111. We are strongly leaning toward following the “regular” process of having the variance
requests reviewed by the BOARD. I understand we need to make that determination imminently. My
only hesitancy is what I discussed with Dalton on Monday, that being the concern that if we separate
the map amendment/development plan review from the variance requests our concern is that our
map amendment request could be approved but the variance requests (upon which our
Development Plan is dependent) may be subsequently denied. The “alternative procedure” provides
a more conventional PUD-type of review tying the consideration of the map amendment and the
development plan together for consideration by the KCPC and ultimately the City Commission.

Dalton and I discussed one way this could be addressed is to file the application for the variances
with the City’s BOARD prior to the upcoming deadline to be heard at the late June meeting. I believe
Dalton was going to check with the City Attorney as to whether these variance requests could be
heard and approved conditioned upon the City Commission’s subsequent adoption of the map
amendment. Dalton- have you had a chance to confer with counsel concerning this issue?

With regard to the specific questions concerning the variances, I attach the study Reztark just



completed in which they studied the surrounding structures to try to determine the context of the
area (understanding that this will ultimately be determined by the City). I believe this study, which is
attached, addresses your questions as to building heights and setbacks and will be helpful with your
review. The Reztark study corresponds with the cross-sections prepared by Brandstetter, which I
also attach.

Given the unique conditions of the site I believe these drawings will be helpful. Since the grade of
the slope drops as you move south to north, and our intention is to work with the existing grade and
retaining walls, the elevations vary between the four distinct buildings. In fact, the FFE within each
building may change depending on the slope. The elevation varies from 525’ to 513’5’ running south
to north.

Similarly, the heights of the buildings (and even each 2-unit “pod” within the buildings) vary in
primarily dependent upon the height of the retaining wall along Western Avenue.  The variation in
height among the units/buildings is due to the height of the garage/lower level of each unit. At the
southern end of the site the garage/lower-level height is taller to correspond with the height of the
retaining wall. The “front door” access into the units off of Western comes directly into the main

living area on the 2nd level, so the walkways into the units are designed to level with the sidewalk.
The height of the garage/lower level varies from 16’6”  to 10’8” for the units running south to north.
This accounts for any variation building height between the units.

On page 3 of the Brandstetter drawings there are 10 specific locations that are cross-sectioned
across the proposed project. The Reztark study provides 10 distinct building cross-sections
corresponding with the Brandstetter plan which provides the following information for each area:

FFE;
Setbacks (from property line and retaining wall);
Building heights and individual floor heights (relative to FFE and from the Western Avenue
ROW);
Reztark information based on its study of the context of the area.

 
Please feel free to contact me if you need clarification or have any questions.
 
Greg Scheper
 
Corporex Companies, LLC
859-292-5541  direct | 859-466-3443  mobile| gscheper@corporex.com

From: Megan Bessey <mbessey@pdskc.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 9, 2023 4:32 PM
To: Greg Scheper <GScheper@Corporex.com>
Cc: Dalton Belcher <dalton.belcher@covingtonky.gov>
Subject: PC2305-0003 KCPC Application Inquiry
 



Greg,

I am inquiring if you want to add variances to your KCPC application. If so, I will need a letter
stating to amend your application to include them. Regardless, Dalton and I need additional
information. That being:

The building height: As illustrated in Figure 09.28.1-1, Building Height, Building height is to
be measured as the vertical distance measured from average elevation of the finished grade
adjoining the building at the front of the building to:

The average height level between eaves and ridge for gable, hip, and gambrel roofs. 
We both understand the drawing with measurements submitted; however, is this the
average of all buildings height?

Front setback varies from 16’-25’ which is greater than the maximum: A variance would
be needed per building for this just as a heads up.
Please verify the side yard setbacks and their accuracy.

If you have any questions, let me know.

Respectfully,

Megan Bessey, PhD, CCEO
Principal Planner

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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