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RECOMVENDED ORDER

Pursuant to notice, a formal hearing was held in this
case on Decenber 10, 2002, in Tallahassee, Florida, before
Donal d R Al exander, the assigned Adm nistrative Law Judge of
the Division of Adm nistrative Hearings.
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STATEMENT OF THE | SSUE

The issue is whether AHG Hotels, LLC s application for a
Type B site plan and deviation should be approved.

PRELI M NARY STATEMENT

This matter began on Septenber 11, 2002, when the
Devel opnment Review Conmm ttee of Respondent, City of
Tal | ahassee, approved a site plan filed by Respondent, AHG
Hotel s, LLC, which authorizes the construction of a 122-room
five-story hotel on a 2.23-acre parcel |ocated just southeast
of the intersection of Interstate 10 and Thomasville Road in
Tal | ahassee, Florida. The Devel opment Review Conmttee al so
approved a devi ation fromthe devel opment standards found in
t he Zoni ng Code and allowed the applicant to exceed a four-
story height limtation.

On COctober 10, 2002, Petitioner, Capital City Hotels,
Inc., which owns a hotel near the site of the proposed
construction, filed its Petition for Formal Proceedings with
t he Tal | ahassee-Leon County Pl anni ng Conmm ssi on chal | engi ng
t he deviation decision. Pursuant to that entity's By-Laws,
the matter was then referred to the Division of Adm nistrative
Heari ngs on October 24, 2002, with a request that an
Adm ni strative Law Judge be assigned to conduct a fornal

heari ng.



The matter was schedul ed for a final hearing on
Decenber 10, 2002, in Tallahassee, Florida. At the final
hearing, Petitioner presented the testinony of Cochran A.
Scott, Jr., its managing partner. Respondent, AHG Hotels,

LLC, presented the testinmony of Thomas C. O Steen, a | and

pl anni ng consul tant; Tinmothy C. Metzner, owner of the
property; and Royce J. Carter, a principal in AHG Hotels, LLC.
Also, it offered Applicant's Exhibits 1-10, which were
received in evidence. |In addition, by agreenent of counsel,
Applicant's Exhibit 11 was received in evidence after the
heari ng had ended. Respondent, City of Tall ahassee, presented
the testinony of Dwight R Arnold, Jr., environmental services
adm nistrator in the growth managenent departnent, and Wade L.
Pitts, 111, land use admnistrator in the growth nmanagenent
departnment. Also, it offered City Exhibits 1-12, which were
received in evidence.

The Transcript of the hearing was filed on Decenber 27,
2002. Proposed Findings of Fact and Concl usions of Law were
filed by Respondents and Petitioner on January 13 and 14,

2003, respectively, and they have been considered by the

undersigned in the preparation of this Recomended Order.



FI NDI NGS OF FACT

Based upon all of the evidence, including the stipulation
of counsel, the followi ng findings of fact are determ ned:

a. Background

1. On Septenber 11, 2002, the Devel opnent Revi ew
Commttee (DRC) of Respondent, City of Tallahassee (City),
approved a Type B site review application authorizing the
construction of a Hanpton Inn & Suites by Respondent, AHG
Hotels, LLC (AHG . The DRC al so granted AHG s request for a
devi ati on from devel opnment standards contained in Section
10. 6RR of the City's Zoning Code by allowing AHG to exceed the
four-story height limtation and to add a fifth floor to the
structure. Two other deviation requests by AHG were
determ ned to be either inapplicable or exenpt from Zoning
Code requirenents because of vesting, and thus they are not at
i ssue here.

2. On October 10, 2002, Petitioner, Capital City Hotels,
Inc. (Petitioner), which owns and operates a Hilton Garden I nn
near the proposed construction, tinely filed a Petition for
Formal Proceedings to contest the approval of the deviation
request. On October 15, 2002, a determ nation of standing as
to Petitioner was issued by the Tall ahassee-Leon County
Pl anni ng Conm ssi on (Comm ssion), which will issue a final

order in this matter.



3. As stipulated by the parties at hearing, the only
issue is whether AHG failed to satisfy three of the seven
criteria that nust be met in order for the DRC to grant a
devi ation. Those disputed criteria are found in paragraphs
(iii)-(v) of Section 23.3 of the City's Code of Ordinances
(Code) and provide as follows:

(iii) The deviation requested is the

m ni mrum devi ation that will make possible

t he reasonabl e use of the |and, building,

or structure; and

(iv) The strict application of the

requi renments of this chapter w |l

constitute a substantial hardship to the

appl i cant, which hardship is not self-

created or inposed; and

(v) There are exceptional topographic,

soil, or other environnmental conditions

uni que to the property;
The parties agree that all other criteria for the site plan
and devi ation have been satisfied by AHG. In addition, a
rel ated request by AHG for a technical anmendnment to the
boundari es of the parcel will be granted by the DRC, assum ng

t hat AHG obtains a favorable ruling in this case.

b. History of the Property

4. The property which is the subject of this case is
identified as I ot of record 454 and fronts on the west side of
Lonnbl adh Road, |ies south of Raynond Di ehl Road and several
hundred feet east of Thomasville Road, and is just southeast
of the major intersection of Interstate 10 and Thomasville

Road in Tall ahassee. The zoning for the property is



Comrer ci al Parkway (CP), a ni xed-use zoning district which
applies to areas exhibiting an existing devel opnent pattern of
of fice, general commercial, comunity facilities, and

i ntensive autonotive comercial devel opnent abutting urban
area arterial roadways with high traffic volunes. Anong the
numerous permtted uses in that | and use category are hotels
and notels.

5. The property is part of a 7.1-acre site originally
owned by Kingswood Land Partners, Ltd. (Kingswood). In
January 1990, Ki ngswood obtained fromthe City a m nor
subdi vi si on approval, dividing the 7.1 acres into three lots
of record, including |ot of record 454. The three lots
consisted of a 2.44-acre |ot running along nost of the western
portion of the property with the exception of a small area on
the southern end, a 1.68-acre | ot on the northeast portion of
the property, and a 2.98-acre | ot on the southeast portion of
the property (lot of record 454).

6. I n Novenmber 1990, Kingswood received fromthe City a
verification of vested status (vested rights certificate) for
the 7.1-acre site. The vested rights certificate provided
that the 7.1-acre site was exenpt fromthe consistency and
concurrency provisions of the Tall ahassee-Leon County

Conmpr ehensi ve Plan (Plan) and was vested for an 89, 887 gross



square foot comrercial non-medical office building and a 135-
uni t hotel/notel

7. In 1991, Kingswood utilized the vesting for a 135-
unit, five-story hotel and constructed what is now known as
t he Cabot Lodge on the 2.44-acre lot. It also constructed on
part of the southeastern 2.98-acre |lot a paved area with
par ki ng pl aces.

8. In 1992, Kingswood conveyed to Twin Action Hotels,
Inc. (Twin Action) the 2.44-acre |ot which included the Cabot
Lodge Hotel, but not the paved parking area on the 2.98-acre
lot. The sane year, Kingswood al so conveyed to New Horizons
Unlimted, Ltd. (New Horizons) the remaining two | ots, which
two |lots were vested for a commercial non-nedical office six-
story building of 89,887 gross square feet.

9. At the tine of the conveyances of the New Horizons
property and the Cabot Lodge property to New Horizons and Twin
Action, respectively, these parties entered into a Grants of
Reci procal Easenments dated June 23, 1992, recorded in Oficial
Records Book 1570, at page 1072 of the Public Records of Leon
County, Florida.

10. Around 1994, the Florida Departnment of
Transportation acquired .333 acres of the northernnost | ot
owned by New Horizons for a project which included realigning

and four-laning Raynond Di ehl Road and rel ocating the



east bound entrance ranp to Interstate 10, imediately in front
of the Cabot Lodge lot. This acquisition reduced the New
Horizons 1.68-acre lot to 1.347 acres.

11. On Cctober 14, 1998, the City approved a vested
rights transfer request submtted by New Horizons, which
provi ded that the New Horizons property could be used for a
107-room four-story business hotel and 59, 162 gross square
feet of commercial non-nedical offices, instead of the vested
89, 887 gross square feet of commercial non-nmedical offices.

12. Since the acquisition by New Horizons of the two
remai ning lots, that property has remi ned vacant and
uni nproved with the exception of the westernnost portion
i mmedi ately south of the Cabot Lodge buil ding, on which is
| ocat ed pavenent and parking spaces. The parking spaces are
not legally available to Cabot Lodge for use.

13. The property located i medi ately west of the Cabot
Lodge 2.44-acre lot is property which is referred to as the
Thomasvil | e Road Executive Park (Executive Park) property. On
an undi scl osed date, this property was divided into three
separate lots by a m nor subdivision approval consisting of
Parcel A on which was constructed the Unisys Buil ding and
par ki ng spaces, Parcel B which is now inproved with a Hilton
Garden I nn owed by Petitioner, and Parcel C which remins

undevel oped.



14. In 1996, Petitioner filed its site plan application
to develop Parcel B. Included in the site plan application
was a request for a technical anmendment to adjust the boundary
| i nes between Parcels A and B of the Executive Park property.
Li ke AHG has done here, Petitioner also requested a deviation
to the then height limtation of 45 feet, requesting that the
City allow it to build the building 50 feet high, rather than
the required 45 feet. Although the property on which the
Hilton Garden Inn is now | ocated was vested for a three-story
commercial office building, subject to CP zoning, the City
agreed that the vesting could also be used for a hotel use
consisting of four stories rather than three stories.

15. The City granted Petitioner's request to allowit to
build a four-story hotel on Parcel B. It also granted
Petitioner a height deviation so that the m dpoint or peak of
the roof would be not higher than 50 feet. However, the top
of the roof is 59 feet, 6 inches. The facility has 99 roons.

16. No objection was nade by Cabot Lodge, Unisys, or New
Hori zons to Petitioner's application for approval of its site
pl an, the technical amendnent adjustnent to boundary parcels,
the use of the property for a four-story hotel instead of a
three-story office building, or the granting of a height

devi ati on.



17. In April 2002, AHG entered into a contract with New
Hori zons for the purchase of 2.23 acres of the southeastern
property owned by New Horizons for approximately $1.5 mllion.
The 2.23 acres is part of the 2.98-acre |lot of record known as
| ot 454.

c. The application

18. On July 5, 2002, AHG filed with the DRC its site
pl an application to construct a 122-room five-story hotel on
the 2.98-acre lot. On the sanme day, it filed a Deviation from
Devel opment Standard Request asking that it be allowed to
construct a five-story hotel on the parcel rather than being
limted to a four-story hotel, as required by the devel opnent
standards for the CP zoning district in which the property is
| ocat ed.

19. New Horizons has al so requested a technica
amendment to the boundaries of the 1.68-acre |ot and the 2.98-
acre lot that would result in the 2.98-acre |ot on which the
hotel will be built being reduced to 2.23 acres. The DRC
intends to approve that request, assum ng that AHG prevails in
t hi s proceedi ng.

20. AHG s site plan uses the |argest footprint for
construction of the hotel building that is allowed under
current applicable Code restrictions relating to the anmount of

i npervious surface allowed to be constructed on a 2.23-acre

10



lot, as well as the required anmount of green space which nust
be mai nt ai ned.

21. If current zoning rules and regulations are strictly
applied, AHG would be unable to have nore than approxi mtely
107 roonms in the hotel, utilizing the maxi num footprint and
only four stories on the 2.23 acres. The only way to
accommodate the construction of 122 roons is to obtain a
deviation fromthe current restriction of four floors and
allow a fifth floor to be built.

22. The proposed height of construction of the five-
story hotel will be 53 feet, 10 inches, except for several
smal | areas of parapet walls which will be no higher than 58
feet, 4 inches.

23. The subject site is relatively flat, with no
excessive slopes, and it has no renarkable features from an
environmental standpoint. It is unique in the sense that it
is flat, barren land. It does not have wetl ands, pristine
wat er bodi es, or other protected conditions. Also, it has no
endanger ed pl ant species requiring special protection, no
patriarch trees, no protected trees, and no native forests.

d. Should the Deviation be Approved?

24. A devi ation under Section 23.3 is an anmendnent to a

set requirenment” in the Code, such as a setback or height

restriction. Between 60 and 75 percent of all applications
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filed with the DRC for a site plan approval are acconpani ed by
a request for a deviation from a devel opment standard, which
are standards prescribed for each zoning district in the Code.
One such devel opnent standard for the CP District is a four-
story height limtation on structures found in Section 10. 6RR
of the Zoning Code.

25. The DRC is a four-person comrittee conprised of
representatives fromthe City's Utility Department, Public
Wor ks Department, Growth Managenent Departnent, and Pl anni ng
Departnment; it is charged with the responsibility of deciding
whet her to grant or deny a deviation request. For at | east
the | ast six years, and probably rmuch |onger, the DRC has
consistently applied and interpreted the deviation standards
in Section 23.3 in the same manner.

26. Although Section 23.3 provides that "the granting of
devi ations fromthe devel opnent standards in this chapter is
not favored," they are not discouraged since nore than half of
all applicants cannot neet devel opnent standards due to site
characteristics or other factors. Rather, the intent of the
provision is to prevent whol esal e devi ati ons being subm tted,
project after project. Requests for a deviation are al ways
approved, when justified, in order to give both the City and
the applicant nore flexibility in the devel opment process.

Here, AHG s application was treated the same as any ot her

12



applicant. This case represents the first occasion that an
approval of a deviation has been appeal ed.

27. After an application for a deviation is filed, it is
forwarded to all appropriate City departnments as well as
nmenbers of the DRC. Each review ng agency is requested to
provide information to the DRC nenbers on whether or not the
request should be recommended for approval. |In this case, no
adverse coments or recommendati ons were nade by any City
Departnment. After reviewi ng the Departnment comrents, and the
justification submtted by AHG the DRC approved the
devi ati on.

28. Under Section 5.1 of the Code, the City's |and use
adm nistrator, M. Pitts, has the specific responsibility to
interpret all zoning and devel opnment approval regul ations,

i ncluding Section 23.3, which provides the criteria for
granting a deviation. That provision has an apparent

i nconsi stency between the first two sentences: the first
sentence includes a phrase that all criteria set forth
thereafter must be nmet to approve a deviation while the second
sentence appears to provide that only the conditions necessary
to granting a particul ar deviation nust be net.

29. In resolving this apparent inconsistency, M. Pitts
does not construe the Section as requiring that all seven

criteria nust be net in every case. |Instead, even though al

13



criteria are reviewed by the DRC, only those that are
appl i cabl e nust be satisfied. |If this were not true, the DRC
"woul d grant very few deviations as part of [its] site plan or
subdi vi si on regul ati on [process],"” and the intent of the
Section would be underni ned. For exanple, in order to justify
a devi ation, the DRC does not require that an applicant show
that there are exceptional topographical soil features if, as
here, there are no exceptional environnmental features on the
property. This interpretation has been consistently foll owed
over the years, is a reasonable and |ogical construction of

t he | anguage, and i s hereby accepted.

30. As a part of its application, AHG submtted a
narrative justifying the granting of a deviation under each of
the seven criteria. To satisfy the first disputed criterion,
AHG indicated in its application that "[t]his deviation is the
m nimum al | owed to make reasonabl e use of the property and to
conpete with adjacent hotels who enjoy the sane hei ght
opportunity.”

31. AHG s use of the property is consistent with
adj oi ni ng devel opnents, including the neighboring Cabot Lodge,
which is five stories high and has 135 roons, and the Hilton
Garden I nn, which was originally vested for an office
bui | di ng, but was allowed by the DRC to construct a four-story

hot el .
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32. There is no other property available to AHG at this
site on which to construct a hotel. The evidence shows that
New Horizons initially offered to sell AHG only 2.05 acres;
when AHG advi sed that anything | ess than 2.23 acres woul d
render the project financially unfeasible, New Horizons "very
reluctantly" agreed to sell an additional .18 acres. Because
New Hori zons intends to build a restaurant on its remaining
2.097 acres, any further reduction in the acreage would reduce
its highest and best use of the property. Thus, AHG does not
have the option of purchasing nore property to expand its
hotel laterally, as Petitioner suggests, rather than by adding
afifth floor.

33. In addition, AHG does not have the ability to reduce
the size of its hotel roons in order to squeeze nore roons out
of a four-story structure. This is because Hanpton Inn (the
franchisor) will not grant a franchise for a new hotel unless
the franchi see agrees to build a hotel with prototypical room
sizes. The present design of the hotel neets the m nimum size
required.

34. There is no evidence that there is any other m nimm
devi ation that could be granted which woul d make possible the
use of the property for construction of 122 roons under the
st andards set forth by Hanpton Inn, the franchisor. Thus, the

only practical adjustnent that can be made is to obtain a
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hei ght deviation. Accordingly, the criterion has been
satisfied.

35. To satisfy the second disputed criterion, AHG stated
inits narrative that "[t]he strict application of this
requi renment would place this property and proposed hotel at a
conpetitive di sadvantage by a | ower nunber of avail able
roons. "

36. Through testinony of an AHG principal, it was
established that in order for AHG to make reasonabl e use of
its property, the addition of a fifth floor is necessary. The
evi dence shows that as a general rule, a devel oper can only
afford to pay approxi mately $10, 000. 00 per room for |and cost.
In this case, based on the 2.23 acres, at a purchase price of
$1, 500, 000. 00 and a hotel with 122 roons, the projected |and

cost is $12,000.00 per room This is the maxi mumthat can be

paid for land and still mke AHG s project economcally
feasible. The strict application of the Zoning Code wi Il nake
the project financially unfeasible, which will create a

substantial hardship to AHG  The hardship is not self-created
or inposed.

37. At hearing, Petitioner's representative contended
that "there are sone conpanies who would find it financially
feasi ble" to construct a four-story hotel with fewer roons on

the sane site. However, the nore persuasive evidence on this
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i ssue was presented by the AHG principal and shows the
contrary to be true.

38. The evidence further shows that the granting of the
deviation will result in an al nost equal efficiency factor of
the total square footage of building versus the total square
footage of the site when conparing AHG s proposed project to
t he nei ghboring Cabot Lodge. On the other hand, strict
application of the Zoning Code could result in a substantially
| ess and di sproportionate efficiency factor of AHG s property
as conpared to the adjoining Cabot Lodge. This is because the
hi ghest point of the proposed Hanpton Inn and Suites is 58
feet, 6 inches, with the majority of the hotel being 51 feet
hi gh. The adjoining five-story, 135-room Cabot Lodge has its
hi ghest point at 55 feet, 6 inches, with the majority of the
building at 46 feet high. The Hilton Garden Inn has the
hi ghest roof with its maxi mrum height at 59 feet, 6 inches,
whi ch runs across the entire peak of the roofline.

40. To satisfy the final disputed criterion, AHG
indicated in its application that "[t] he absence of any
environnental features on this property, or any adjacent
envi ronnental features that m ght be inpacted[,] help support
t he deviation.”

42. As noted above, the property in question is unique

in the sense that it is flat, treeless, and has no remarkabl e
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environnmental features. |If a site is devoid of environnmental
features, as it is here, the DRC has consistently interpreted
this provision as having no application in the deviation
process. This is the sanme interpretation used by the DRC when
it approved Petitioner's application for a height deviation in
1996 to construct the Hilton Garden Inn. Like AHG s property,
Petitioner's property was al so devoid of environnental
features. Therefore, this criterion does not apply.

43. Even assum ng arguendo that this provision applies,
the addition of a fifth story to a four-story buil ding has no
i npact what soever on the environmental characteristics of the
site.

44. Finally, there is no evidence that the deviation
request is inconsistent with the Plan, or that the deviation
wi |l have any adverse inmpact to the general health, safety,
and wel fare of the public. |Indeed, as to any Pl an
inplications that m ght arise through the construction of a
hotel, the evidence shows that the project is wholly
consistent with the purpose and intent of the CP | and use
category, which is to pronote higher intensity and density in
CP-zoned | and and to di scourage urban spraw .

CONCLUSI ONS OF LAW

45. The Division of Adm nistrative Hearings has

jurisdiction over the subject matter and the parties hereto
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pursuant to Article XXIV, Sections 24.1 et. seq., Tall ahassee
Code of Ordi nances.
46. Section 24.3.C. provides in part that a decision of
t he DRC
become[s] final fifteen (15) cal endar days
after [it is] rendered unless a party files
a notice of intent to file a petition for
formal proceedings in accordance with the
byl aws and conpl etes the application by
filing a petition for formal proceedings
within thirty (30) cal endar days after the
deci sion is rendered.
47. Here, a Petition for Formal Proceedings was tinely
filed by Petitioner. Once a standing determ nation is made,

as it was here, Section 24.3.C. provides that the Conm ssion

shall "conduct [de novo] quasi-judicial proceedings in
accordance with section 24.6 below." Therefore, a decision on

whet her the application should be approved should not be based
solely on the evidence considered by the DRC on Septenber 11,
2002, as Petitioner inplicitly suggests, but rather it nust be
based on all evidence presented at the de novo hearing.

48. Anong ot her things, Section 24.6.B. authorizes the
Comm ssion to "contract with the Division of Adm nistrative
Hearings for [admi nistrative |aw judges] to conduct hearings
on petitions for formal proceedings filed pursuant to
subsection 24.3.C. above.” In this case, the Comm ssion has
opted to refer the matter to the Division of Adm nistrative

Heari ngs.
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49. While Section 24.6. fails to address the burden of
proof in a Conm ssion site plan proceeding, Section 23.3 does
provi de that the "applicant shall have the burden of
denonstrating through a preponderance of the evidence that al
conditions necessary to granting the deviation have been net."
This is consistent with the general rule that the party
seeking the affirmative of the issue should logically bear the
burden of proving by a preponderance of the evidence that it

is entitled to the requested relief. See, e.g., Durward

Nei ghbor hood Assoc., Inc. et al. v. City of Tallahassee et

al ., DOAH Case No. 98-4234 (City of Tall.-Leon Cty Pl an.
Comm , October 5, 1999). Thus, AHG is required to present a

prima facie case of entitlenment to a deviation, taking into

account the objections raised by Petitioner.

50. Article XXI'll of the Code (Sections 23.1, 23.2, and
23.3) governs the process for obtaining a deviation to
devel opnent standards. Relevant to this controversy are the
foll ow ng provisions of Section 23.3 of the Code:

The granting of deviations fromthe

devel opnent standards in this chapter is
not favored and such requests may only be
granted upon a showing that all criteria
set forth bel ow have been nmet. The
applicant shall have the burden of
denonstrating through a preponderance of
the evidence that all conditions necessary
to granting the deviation have been net.
The entity with the authority to approve,
approve with conditions, or deny a

subdi vision or site plan shall grant a
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devi ati on under this section only upon
denonstration that:

* * *
(iii) The deviation requested is the
m ni mum devi ation that will nake possible

t he reasonabl e use of the |and, building,

or structure; and

(iv) The strict application of the

requi renments of this chapter wll

constitute a substantial hardship to the

applicant, which hardship is not self-

created or inposed, and

(v) There are exceptional topographic,

soil, or other environnmental conditions

uni que to the property;
* *

*

51. In addition, Section 23.1 provides in part that a
devi ation "shall be granted only upon denonstration and a
finding of consistency with the Conprehensive Plan and no
adverse inpact to the general health, safety, and welfare of
the public.”

52. The preponderance of the evidence supports a
concl usion that AHG has satisfied all criteria for a
devi ation, and that the deviation is consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan and will not adversely inpact the general
heal th, safety, and welfare of the public. This being so,
AHG s applications for a Type B site plan and a hei ght
devi ati on shoul d be approved.

RECOMVENDATI ON

Based on the foregoing Findings of Fact and Concl usi ons

of Law, it is
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RECOMVENDED t hat the Tal | ahassee-Leon County Pl anni ng
Conmmi ssion enter a final order granting AHG s Type B site plan
review application and its application for a deviation from
the height restriction for the CP | and use category.

DONE AND ENTERED t his 22nd day of January, 2003, in

Tal | ahassee, Leon County, Florida.

DONALD R. ALEXANDER

Adm ni strative Law Judge

Di vi si on of Adm nistrative Hearings
The DeSot o Bui l di ng

1230 Apal achee Par kway

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32399-3060
(850) 488-9675 SUNCOM 278-9675
Fax Filing (850) 921-6847

wwv. doah. state. fl.us

Filed with the Clerk of the
Di vi si on of Adm nistrative Hearings
this 22nd day of January, 2003.

COPI ES FURNI SHED

Charles R Gardner, Esquire

Gardner, Wadsworth, Shelfer,
Duggar & Bist, P.A

1300 Thomaswood Drive

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32308-7914

Linda R Hurst, Esquire

City Hall, Second Fl oor

300 South Adans Street

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32301-1731

John Marshall Conrad, Esquire
Ausl ey & McMul | en

Post Office Box 391

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32302-0391
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Jean Gregory, Clerk

Tal | ahassee-Leon County Pl anning Conm ssi on
City Hall

300 South Adans Street

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32301-1731

NOTI CE OF RIGHT TO SUBM T EXCEPTI ONS

Al'l parties have the right to submt witten exceptions within
10 days fromthe date of this Recommended Order. Any
exceptions to this Recommended Order should be filed with the
agency that will issue the final order in this matter.
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