Development
Code

Update

Frankfort/Franklin Co.
Public Open House
February 26, 2026



Agenda

o... Welcome and Introductions
e... Overview Presentation
... Questions and Answers

... Open House Format - Circulate to Boards

' Adjourn




PROCESS

Discussions with City and County

Review relevant zoning applications

Review of code for zoning-related recommendations
Review of code documents

Draft code diagnosis and annotated outline
Draft code template
Diagnosis review by city / county

Drafting

Meetings with city / county
Planning Commission update
Committee / stakeholder review

Summer
Prepare consolidated draft

Committee / stakeholder review
Prepare adoption draft
Workshops and Adoption Process




FOCUS: Rural Areas and Environmental Protection

DRAFT CODE (2026)

» Agricultural District tied to Farms and Natural
Landscape future land use designation of
Distilled Together

» Rural character reinforced through “-R”
community character designation

EXISTING CODE CHALLENGES = Agritourism and ecotourism standards
» Rural protection relies heavily on large-lot zoning = Standalone Riparian and Flood Damage
» limited differentiation between rural contexts Articles
* Environmental standards spread across various » Clear buffering and landscaping requirements
articles between incompatible uses
KEY TAKEAWAY:

Rural protection is clearer, stronger, and more intentional



FOCUS: Housing & Neighborhoods

DRAFT CODE (2026)

= |ntroduces Residential Flex (RF) and Residential

Mixed (RM) districts

» Duplexes, townhomes, and small multi-family
uses allowed by right (with standards)

= Accessory Dwelling Units clearly defined and

EXISTING CODE CHALLENGES permitted (with standards)

" Heavy reliance on single-family zoning =  Context sensitive infill development standards to
» Duplexes, townhomes, small apartments often protect neighborhood scale and compatibility

discrefionary » Larger multi-family addressed by character area
» Residential and accessory use inconsistency = Urban (-U): Suburban (-S); Rural (-R)

= |nfill treated the same as greenfield development

KEY TAKEAWAY:
More housing options without eliminating neighborhood character



FOCUS: Economic Development and Mix of Uses

DRAFT CODE (2026)
»  “Mixed-Commercial” districts
» MCL - Mixed-Commercial Local
» MCC - Mixed-Commercial Community
= MCR - Mixed-Commercial Regional

EXISTING CODE CHALLENGES " Mixed-use explicitly permitted
= Rigid separation of uses = Performance standards for key uses
» Outdated commercial categories / uses = Context sensitive development standards
» Mixed-use often challenging to appropriately " Employment (prior Industrial) Districts
approve » EE - Enterprise, Employment
» Corridor development negotiated case-by-case = EG - Enterprise, General
KEY TAKEAWAY:

More flexibility where growth is desired, but with clearer expectations



Overall Approach and Philosophy

Why this matters?

This is not just a rewrite — it is a
policy modernization that makes
the code easier to administer,

easier to explain, and more
defensible

Big Picture Shift:

EXISTING CODES DRAFT CODE (2026)

Separate City and County zoning regulations = Single, unified zoning code for the City + County

and frameworks » Reorganized into a clear, modular structure

Coordinated, but not fully unified O Districts — Uses — Form — Procedures

Heavy use-segregated districts (residential vs. Explicitly aligned with Distilled Together

commercial vs. industrial) Comprehensive Plan (2024)

Development standards embedded inconsistently Uses a Use Table + Standards-Based Approach

ticl
CICTOSS AriiCies Emphasizes predictability, flexibility, and design

Less explicit linkage to the Comprehensive Plan SUlERTEE

Incremental amendments layered over decades







BOARD 2 | Districts & Character Areas

EXISTING CODE CHALLENGES DRAFT CODE (2026)
City and County districts do not always align = Consolidation and renaming of districts when

cleanly appropriate

Numerous and similar districts Explicit district equivalency table tying existing

One-size-fits-all dimensional standards within districts to proposed districts
each district type Strong narrative purpose statements for each

Limited ability to tailor standards to urban vs. district
suburban vs. rural contexts Relate each district to the Distilled Together

Over-reliance on overlays, PUDs, or variances to Introduces character suffixes — consistent with
achieve context sensitivity subdivision regulations approach

» Applied across select, and multiple base
districts

» |ntent to appropriately site density,
setbacks, accessory structures,
development standards, and site layout







BOARD 3 | Updated Uses and Standards

EXISTING CODE CHALLENGES DRAFT CODE (2026)
» Long narrative lists of permitted / conditional uses = Comprehensive Use Table (next slide)
= Conditional uses used frequently to manage » Clear treatment and intent of uses

routine development » Each use is defined consistently

=  Ambiguity around emerging uses (mixed-use,

= Use specific standards applicable
breweries, accessory dwelling units, etc.)

= New and emerging uses identified

»  Permitted uses may not meet intent of district . Antavated J
ntiquated uses remove

= Similar uses consolidated as appropriate

= Considered permissibility based on district
type, purpose, and location

KEY TAKEAWAY:
More predictability for applicants, fewer discretionary determinations, and clearer expectations for the community







BOARD 4 | Dimensional & Design Standards

EXISTING CODE CHALLENGES DRAFT CODE (2026)

» Dimensional standards and code locations vary = Centralize all dimensional and general design

= Each district standards are in its own chapter standards to Article 4

o Limitedlinfill-specific guidance = Provisions for Infill Development Standards

= Design standards applied inconsistently or by use " District specific bulk and design standards

of overlay districts » Clear measurement and exceptions rules

= Use of graphics to illustrate measurement
methods

KEY TAKEAWAY:
Improves clarify and ease of use for setbacks, height, lot coverage, and applicable design standards






BOARD 5 & 6 | Landscaping, Lighting, Signs, Parking

Big Picture Shift:
These articles collectively present as development standards

EXISTING CODE CHALLENGES DRAFT CODE (2026)

Updated parking standards to reduce
overparking and impervious surface

= Parking minimums largely fixed or pre-meditated

» Landscape and buffering requirements

fragmented » Unified Landscaping & Buffering article
= Qutdated sign code structure = Fully restructured Sign article with established
= Need for clear illumination standards exemptions, sign types and allowances, and

prohibitions
= Standalone Outdoor Lighting article

KEY TAKEAWAY:
Integrated and consistent standards, environmental protections, and development standards compatible with vision of
Distilled Together









BOARD 7 | Riparian Buffers

DISTILLED TOGETHER RECOMMENDATIONS DRAFT CODE (2026)
Natural Resource Action ltem 3.4. * Introduction of a Riparian Area, Waterway and

Aderst @ S / Wialend) Bulfiey Overliay Wetland Protection article / chapter.

throughout the County to establish a forested buffer Protects streams, rivers, weflands, and water quality
and protect waterbodies, floodplains, wetlands, Establishes required buffer areas along waterways
alluvial deposits, and steep slopes along the and wetlands

Kentucky River, Elkhorn Creek, major tributaries, " Land outside these areas not impacted

and wetlands. (Pg. 159) Defines minimum buffer widths and measurement

Natural Resource Action ltem 3.6. methods

Applies mainly to new development and land

Update the devel t lations t [
pdate he development regulations o require disturbance within these buffer areas

new development to protect water bodies, streams,
steep slopes, sensitive landscapes, and habitats Allows limited uses within buffers based on zone type
(Pg. 159) Prohibits activities that harm water quality

Natural Resources Action ltem 3.19 Requires restoration when disturbance occurs

Provides flexibility through minor modifications and
variances

Natural Resources Action ltem 3.20

Natural Resources Action ltem 3.21







SUMMARY

WHAT CHANGES MOST...
Unified City — County Development Code

District framework + character areas
Predictable and easy to navigate Use Table
Housing flexibility to improve the “missing middle”

Context-sensitive development and design standards

WHAT STAYED THE SAME
Core protections for neighborhoods

Conditional use oversight for higher-impact uses

Historic, floodplain, and environmental protections




7 WHAT NEXT?




PROCESS

Discussions with City and County

Review relevant zoning applications

Review of code for zoning-related recommendations
Review of code documents

Draft code diagnosis and annotated outline
Draft code template
Diagnosis review by city / county

Drafting

Meetings with city / county
Planning Commission update
Committee / stakeholder review

Summer
Prepare consolidated draft

Committee / stakeholder review
Prepare adoption draft
Workshops and Adoption Process




Next Steps

Continue Drafting:
Parking, Loading, and Circulation

Riparian Area, Waterway, and Wetland Protection
Subdivision Regulations

Review and Refine Draft Article Based on Feedback and Input

Additional Input & Feedback Opportunities

Draft Code to be posted online for review

Stay tuned for additional meetings and presentations



Thank You

Contact Information

Eric Cockley | Planning and Community Director Autumn Goderwis | Director

Email : ecockley@frankfort.ky.gov Email : autumn.goderwis@franklincounty.ky.gov
Phone # : 502.352.2100 Phone #: 502.875.8751
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