
 

 

PLANNING COMMISSON 
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 

 
Chair David Gassen 

Vice Chair & Council Member Christian Hauser 
Mayor Nancy Salvia  

Members: Daniel Bachmann, Jessica Clauser, David Hardin,  
Richard Kendziuk, Laura Murphy & Matthew Stone 

 
*See Attached Document for Virtual Meeting Instructions* 

 
400 Sixth Street October 6, 2025 7:00 PM 

 

1. Call to Order and Roll Call 
    
2. Pledge of Allegiance 
    
3. Public Comment 
    
4. Approval of the Minutes 
    
  A. Consideration of the Minutes of the Regular Meeting of September 2, 2025. 
      
5. Public Hearings 
    
6. Considerations: 
    

  
A. Consideration of 440 South St : Consideration for scheduling of a public 

hearing for site plan and special exception approval for limited retail on the 
Industrial zoned site 

      
  B. Consideration of Zoning Board of Appeals Recommendations 
      
  C. Consideration of 215 S. Main - Request for Facade Material Modification 
      
7. Miscellaneous 
    
  A. Schedule Planning 101 Training with Mckenna 
      
8. Public Comment 
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9. Adjourn 
    
 

NOTE:  Anyone planning to attend the meeting who has need of special assistance under the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) is asked 
to contact the City Clerk’s Office at 248-733-3700 forty-eight (48) hours prior to the meeting.  Staff will be pleased to make the necessary 
arrangements to provide necessary reasonable accommodations, including auxiliary aids and services, such as signers for the hearing impaired 
and audiotapes of printed materials being considered at the meeting. 
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400 Sixth Street
Rochester, MI 48307
P: (248) 733-3700
F: (248) 733-3170
www.rochestermi.org

Procedure for Hybrid Public Meeting 
  
The City has returned to in-person public meetings as of September 7, 2023, with limited 
online capabilities. The public bodies (our boards and commissions) are meeting in-person; 
however, some staff, consultants, and guests will still be able to participate remotely. While 
in-person audience seating is now available, with limited COVID-19 procedures in place, 
staff asks that anyone who feels sick not attend in-person.  
 
If you choose to participate virtual, please follow the links and information below: 
 

• Live stream audio and video content on two (2) separate streaming platforms 
available at the City’s YouTube and at the City’s website at 
www.rochestermi.org/201/City-Webcasts. (Click the “Live” links to go there.) 

 
• The City remains committed to accessibility; however, due to the limitations of 

technology, City staff encourages residents to send an email with your comments to 
rsvp@rochestermi.org prior to the meeting, but not later than Noon on the day of 
the meeting, so that your comments can be read into the record. This will decrease 
the demand on our virtual meeting infrastructure. (After Noon on the day of the 
meeting, email comments to: (jpeckens@rochestermi.org) 
 

• For those who prefer to use a telephone to participate, you will need to call (312) 
626-6799 and enter meeting ID: 872 4266 8038 When prompted, enter a participant 
number or just touch the # key. During the call, use *9 to raise hand and you will be 
“called on” by the last 3-digits of your phone number. (For example, my last digits 
are 8029. Callers will be asked to speak by referencing the last 4-digits of their phone 
number.) Note: Phone participants will have their numbers masked, for privacy. 

 
• To provide additional opportunity to participate, members of the public are welcome 

to join the meeting by copying and pasting the following link in their browser: 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/87242668038 (Downloading Zoom is required.) 

 
• We appreciate your understanding as staff will do our best to assist everyone; but, 

please be advised for virtual meetings there is a three (3) minute limit for 
public comments. 
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CITY OF ROCHESTER       PLANNING COMMISSION  
400 SIXTH STREET       REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 
ROCHESTER, MI  48307       September 2, 2025 
 

1.  CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 
A meeting of the City of Rochester Planning Commission (PC) was called to order on September 
2, 2024, at 7:00 p.m. by Chairman Gassen. 
 
PRESENT: David Gassen, Chairman 

Dan Bachmann, Commissioner 
Jessica Clauser, Commissioner 
David Hardin, Commissioner 

  Richard Kendziuk, Commissioner 
  Laura Murphy, Commissioner 
            
ABSENT: Christian Hauser, Vice Chairman 
  Nancy Salvia, Mayor 
  Matt Stone, Commissioner 
 
quorum was present. 
 
Also Present: Nik Banda, City Manager 

Jeff Kragt, City Attorney (Zoom) 
Vidya Krishnan, McKenna Planner (Zoom) 
Jeremy Peckens, Planning and Zoning Administrator 

  Rose McKinney, Planning Clerk (Zoom) 
     

2.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Chairman Gassen led the reciting of the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 

3. PUBLIC COMMENT NON-AGENDA ITEMS 
There was no public online or in person that wished to be heard. 
 

4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
A. Consideration of the Minutes of the Planning Commission Meeting of August 4, 2025. 

 
 
MOTION by Murphy supported by Kendziuk to approve the minutes of August 4, 2025. 
 
Ayes: Gassen, Bachmann, Clauser, Hardin, Kendziuk, Murphy 
Nays:  
Absent: Hauser, Salvia, Stone 
 
MOTION Carried. 
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CITY OF ROCHESTER       PLANNING COMMISSION  
400 SIXTH STREET       REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 
ROCHESTER, MI  48307       September 2, 2025 
 

 
5. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 
A. 313 S Street – Request for Site Plan Approval and Façade Change 

 
Chairman Gassen opened the public hearing at 7:01 p.m. 
 
Vidya, Mckenna planner gave an overview of the request.  The site is a small area; the use will be 
used as warehouse storage and office. The site is non-conforming and received variances from the 
Zoning Board of Appeals. Sidewalks are not required as the area is too small and there is no 
connection.  The monument sign that is proposed will not fit and will need to be changed to a wall 
sign.  The site plan is recommended for site plan approval with the following stipulations. 
 
The sign is changed to a wall sign with administration approval. 
The Applicant to address Trash removal. 
 
The applicant Sal Lorenzano from Design Haus was present and stated that the trash would roll out 
to the curb.  There will not be a sign on the building. 
 
There was no one online or in the public that wished to speak. 
 
Chairman Gassen Closed the public hearing at 7:13 p.m. 

 
MOTION by Clauser supported by Murphy to approve site plan and façade change with the following 
stipulations. 
 
Potential need for sidewalk in the future 
Wall sign be placed instead of a monument sign  
Revised/modified plans are submitted to administration 

 
Ayes:   Gassen, Bachmann, Clauser, Hardin, Kendziuk, Murphy 
Nays:  
Absent: Hauser, Salvia, Stone 
 
MOTION Carried. 
 
B. 120 S. Main St – Request for Site Plan Approval and Façade Change 
 
Chairman Gassen opened the public hearing at 7:17 p.m. 

 
Vidya, McKenna planner, gave her overview of the site plan. The proposed sign will be a new 
medical/therapy office in the CBD district.  The Block will be painted a dark grey, the addition will 
conceal the block and engineered wood siding will be used on the addition portion.  The roof will 
consist of black fiberglass.  
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CITY OF ROCHESTER       PLANNING COMMISSION  
400 SIXTH STREET       REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 
ROCHESTER, MI  48307       September 2, 2025 
 
 

Sixteen parking spaces are needed and twenty are present.  The planters on the current render 
have been removed, and it would be recommended that they be placed back.  Lighting is 
decorative and will be installed on the underside of the awning. This is a challenging site; 
previous proposals did not work for this site. The project is recommended for approval with the 
five conditions stated in the McKenna letter dated August 24, 2025.  The applicant will also need 
to address the public benefit. 

 
Vidya explained the difference between the previous requests of Professional services verses 
Special Project.  
 
Travis Riley was present and stated the trash would be minimal and either taken home or 
entered an agreement with the neighboring property. Travis is not opposed to greenbelt, but it 
will be difficult as the space is small. 
 
Ruth of 543 Main stated that there are special considerations for medical facilities. 
 
Mr. Pille of 242 Mill inquired if the site will be cleaned up of debris and brush. 
 
Discussion ensued in regard to the modern look of the building and the overhead doors.  Color 
scheme was also addressed in keeping with the look of the downtown area.  The overhead 
doors were specifically requested by the tenant to have and do not pose a privacy issue. 
Planters from the drawing were just dropped off rendering the planters will be placed. The A/C 
unit cannot go on the roof as the roof access will be difficult and could pose a safety risk for the 
contractor. 
 
Chairman Gassen closed the public hearing at 7:42 P.M. 
 
MOTION by Kendziuk supported by Clauser to move forward to City Council with the following 
stipulations 
 
1. Two planters are placed at the front façade. 
2. Five feet of green space be added. 
3. Modification of the existing exterior materials. 
4. Written statement of public benefit. 

 
Ayes:   Bachmann, Clauser, Hardin, Kendziuk, Murphy 
Nays: Gassen 
Absent: Hauser, Salvia, Stone 

 
MOTION Carried. 
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CITY OF ROCHESTER       PLANNING COMMISSION  
400 SIXTH STREET       REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 
ROCHESTER, MI  48307       September 2, 2025 
 
 

6. CONSIDERATIONS 
 

A. 543 N Main – Request for site plan for public hearing 
 

Vidya McKenna Planner gave an overview of this project.  Parking automated gates are proposed 
two on University, One on Main St and two on Pine St. The plan provided is from 1990 and is not 
signed or sealed. The Pine St islands are encroached on the public sidewalk; the islands are in the 
City owned right of way. The main street entrance only allows one vehicle.  The University will allow 
one car to be stacked, however, places the vehicle on the public sidewalk. Main St. Is MDOT and will 
need MDOT approval with that approval submitted to the City. A proper site plan needs to be 
submitted, showing how the parking lot will be striped, and how emergency vehicles will enter.  A 
Traffic impact study needs to be conducted.  If kiosks are on City property that will need City Council 
approval. 
 
Brief explanation was given by City Manager, Nik Banda on the code enforcement issues with the 
property.  They have been working on an improvement plan.  Some delays were caused by the 
winter weather.  Maintenance has been an ongoing issue. 

 
Dr. Atallah was present and discussed code enforcement issues and the project. Pavers were 
removed and replaced with concrete. The fountain was removed outside Silver Spoon. Dr. Atallah 
gave an overview of the proposed project. Additional parking spaces are being added. Plans were 
submitted tonight.  
 
Vidya stated for clarification that the plan that Dr. Atallah is discussing is not the plan that was 
submitted for her review. 

 
Dr. Pierre Atallah was also present, and the goal is to preserve and protect the existing parking lot.  
Vandalism and misuse of the property have been going on for years.  Unauthorized vehicles have 
been left for days; trash has been left behind.  Homeless people have sought shelter; the dumpster 
has been used. The parking lot has been advertised for use by the City and Arts and Apples.  Vendors 
have been told to park in the lot.  People have thought for decades that the lot was public, and it is 
not. The goal is to improve the safety and security of the property. 

 
No action was taken on this request. 
 
Brief Discussion ensued with concerns over the site plan over trash, failing technology.  How the 
tenants and businesses on the property feel about parking gates.    
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CITY OF ROCHESTER       PLANNING COMMISSION  
400 SIXTH STREET       REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 
ROCHESTER, MI  48307       September 2, 2025 
 
 
 
7.MISCELLANEOUS 
Jeremy Peckens Planning Administrator informed the Commission of Vidya to conduct a training session 
such as Planning 101 for the newer members.  A list of dates will be emailed to the Commission 
members. 

8.PUBLIC COMMENT 
There was no public online or in person that wished to speak. 
 
9.ADJOURNMENT 
Hearing there is no further business to discuss, the meeting was Adjourned at 9:24 P.M.   
 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted,  
Rose McKinney, Building and Planning Clerk 
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September 29, 2025 
 
Planning Commission 
City of Rochester 
400 Sixth Street 
Rochester, MI 48307 
 
 Subject: Assistance League of Southeastern Michigan/440 S. Street; preliminary 

plan review for scheduling only; site plan dated 7/15/2024; Recd. By City 
9/3/2025.  

 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
At the City’s request, we have conducted a preliminary review of a request from Jana Yezak on behalf of 
the Assistance League of Southeastern Michigan to provide retail sales of furniture and large goods at 
their warehouse facility located on South Street. The subject site is a 1.12 acre parcel located on the 
south side of South Street in the I-1 (Industrial-1) District.  
 
The site is occupied by an existing 12,227 sq. ft building which is divided into a major 8,895 sq. foot unit 
in the front occupied by the Assistance League and a rear 3,332 sq. ft occupied by Mann’s Lumber for 
storage purposes. The applicant proposes to accommodate the retail sales of furniture which is donated 
to them in the rear of the main unit designated as “furniture annex.” The City recently adopted a zoning 
text amendment that would permit limited retail use in the industrial areas on South Street. The limited 
retail use is permitted as a special exception in the I-1 District, but only as an accessory use clearly 
incidental and subordinate to a principal permitted use on the property [Section 1703 (7)].  
 

This preliminary review is to ensure adequate information has been submitted for the plan to be 
forwarded to Planning Commission to set a date for its hearing and does not constitute a complete site 
plan review.  

 
COMMENTS 
 
1. The site plan the gross floor area as 12,694 sq. ft. and net floor area as 12,227 sq. ft. The retail use 

can occupy no more than 25% of the tenant space up to 1,500 sq. ft. The building is a multi-tenant 
structure because of the area leased to Mann’s lumber. The applicant’s cover letter incorrectly 
calculates the usage based on the GFA of the entire building rather than the tenant space occupied 
by the Assistance League. Correct the discrepancy in the letter for the record. 
 

2. The proposed furniture annex occupies 1,421 sq. ft which is approximately 15.97% of tenant space 
and is within limits.  

 
3. The site plan and floor plan must be updated to show the location of the furniture annex with 

dimensions to ensure it complies with ordinance limits. 
 

4. Access to the site is currently off South Street and remains unchanged. However, note area on the 
site plan where buyers will park for loading/unloading of furniture.  
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440 South Street/ Preliminary Plan Review #1 
September 29, 2025 * Page 2 

 

5. The site’s frontage on South Street has no sidewalk. 
An existing sidewalk terminates at the property’s 
northeast corner. Goldfish Swim School and Rewold 
were required to add sidewalks along their frontages 
to create a continuous pedestrian walkway. A 5’ 
wide concrete sidewalk must be installed.  

 
6. The subject site appears to share the access drive 

and main parking area with the abutting property to 
the west. Clarify if there is a shared access 
agreement in place and provide a copy of the same 
to the City.   

 
7. Provide detailed truck circulation diagram to show 

on-site circulation for delivery, loading and 
unloading area of trucks, as required by Section 
2405 of the Zoning Ordinance.  

 
8. Parking requirement for the subject site ius one (1) 

space per 1,500 sq. ft for the entire building. Based 
on the building size, the site requires a total of 8 
space, and 10 have been provided.  

 
9. The site plan notes one (1) barrier free accessible 

space on the northwest corner of the building. Clarify if the door closest to the space is at grade and 
appropriately sloped for handicap access. The site must provide barrier free access to the furniture 
annex as required per ADA rules. 

 
10. The site plan shows parking spaces abutting the west wall of the building. Clarify if there is a curb, 

wheel stops or other means to protect the building from vehicle encroachment. 
 

11. The site plan does not show a trash enclosure for the site, which is required for all industrial sites. 
Clarify.  

 
12. The site plan notes the location of wall mounted light fixtures on the building. Demonstrate adequate 

illumination in the area where the retail furniture annex is to be located. 
 

13. The applicant proposes no changes to the exterior building façade. However, for site plan approval, 
the submission must include elevations of all facades of the building (not just the front). We 
recommend that elevations or color photographs in lieu of elevations be submitted. 

 
14. The submission includes no landscape plan. Please provide copy of an existing landscape plan. 

While the Zoning Ordinance does not have specific landscaping requirements for the Industrial 
district, landscaping is a critical element of site design. We suggest that the applicant consider adding 
one (1) deciduous tree such as a Red Maple to the front lawn area to enhance the site.    

 
15. Clarify if any additional signage is proposed to advertise the retail use. 
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440 South Street/ Preliminary Plan Review #1 
September 29, 2025 * Page 3 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
While the applicant is proposing to designate a portion of an existing building for a different use (retail), 
the process of site plan and special exception review does not exempt the site from complying with the 
Zoning Ordinance requirements for all properties. The applicant is subject to the same rules and 
regulations as any other industrial parcel on South Street.  
 
The site plan submitted at this time is deficient in most items of required information. Subject to the 
information noted above being provided on a revised and dated set of plans, we recommend that the 
Planning Commission place the above-mentioned plan on the next available agenda for consideration of 
site plan and special exception approval. 
 
Respectfully,  
 
McKENNA  
 
 
 
 
 
Ms. Vidya Krishnan 
Senior Principal Planner 
 
Cc: Jeremy Peckens 
 Nik Banda 
 Jeff Kragt 
 Rose McKinney 
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Memorandum 
 

TO: Planning Commission 

FROM: Vidya Krishnan  

SUBJECT: Zoning Issues from Zoning Board of Appeals 

DATE: September 15, 2025 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners: 

Over the past few years the Zoning Board of Appeals has entertained requests for variances from applicants on 
various issues. Recently, the ZBA requested the Planning Commission to consider a series of amendments to the 
Zoning Ordinance to address these recurring issues.  Per the City’s request, we have reviewed the suggested 
changes to the Zoning ordinance language and offer the following recommendations: 

1. Front Porch Lot Coverage Exemption 

The Board recommends that front porches be excluded from the overall lot coverage calculation, which is 
currently capped at 30%, under the following conditions: 

• The exempted porch area must not exceed 6 feet in depth and may not be wider than the width of the home. 

• This change would support the community's front porch aesthetic and encourage social interaction, while still 
allowing residents to maximize interior living space. 
 

Analysis: The ordinance currently permits porches to project up to 8’ into the front yard setback but porches 
must maintain a minimum 10’ setback from the property line. Further the porch is required to have a minimum 
width of 6’. The intent behind this ordinance requirement was to create a ’neighborhood’ feel with residential 
streets being dominated by pedestrian friendly facades versus garages. While we understand the value of 
porches, exempting them from lot coverage calculations is not advisable.  

The current permissible lot coverage in the R-1 through R-3 districts, which are located predominantly on the 
west side of the City is 30%.  Lot coverage includes only footprints of buildings and structures, and does not 
include any impervious surface such as patios, driveways etc. The minimum lot size required in the R-1 district 
(the most prevalent lot size) is 6,000 sq. ft.  A lot coverage of 30% would allow for a building footprint of 1,800 
sq. ft. Add to this amount a driveway and other impervious surface on the parcel, and the open space left is 
significantly less. Excluding porches from lot coverage would essentially result in property owners maximizing 
the building footprint and adding the porch on top of that. This would essentially result in more of the parcel being 
covered by structures and a reduction in open space.  With recent increases in major storm events and 
consequent run-off and drainage issues, increasing impervious surface is not advisable. Finally, such an 
exemption would result in smaller parcels being dominated by even larger structures with a small porch in front. 
This can alter the character of neighborhoods significantly, and not for the better.  

Further, the standard required for approval of dimensional variances per the Michigan Zoning Enabling Act is 
‘practical difficulty’. A practical difficulty is a physical limitation innate to the parcel itself that would prevent a 
property owner from complying with the ordinance standards.  Not having a front porch to maximize living space 
does not qualify as a ‘practical difficulty’, 

Recommendation: No revisions to the current regulations. 
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2. Increase in Maximum Roof Height  
 
The Board proposes increasing the maximum roof height from 25 feet to 30 feet in zoning districts R1, R2, R3, 
and R4. 

• This adjustment remains conservative compared to surrounding communities. 

• It would allow for the construction of a functional half-story third floor, which is already permitted by the 
ordinance but often unfeasible under the current height limit. 

• The change would improve architectural flexibility and provide more options for families seeking additional 
living space. 
 

Analysis: The zoning ordinance currently includes the following definitions to assess the height of buildings: 
Building height means the vertical distance measured from the established grade to the highest point of the 
roof's surface for flat roofs; to the deckline of mansard roofs; and to the average height between eaves and ridge 
for gable, hip and gambrel roofs. 
Story means that part of a building, except a mezzanine, as defined herein, included between the surface of one 
floor and the surface of the next floor, or if no floor above, then the ceiling next above. A part of a building thus 
defined shall not be counted as a story when more than 50 percent by cubic content is below the height level of 
the adjoining ground. 
Story, half, means an uppermost story lying under a sloping roof, the gross floor area of which does not exceed 
50 percent of the floor area of the story immediately below it. 
 
We compared these definitions to those found in the ordinances of other communities. We found that, although 
there is slight variation in the quantification of attic space in different communities (i.e., floor to ceiling height, 
minimum square footage, usable floor area, etc.), all ordinances define a half-story as that portion of a building 
between a pitched roof and the uppermost full story – the attic. However, most communities we reviewed 
allowed for a residential building height of 30 – 35 feet and 2 – 2.5 stories. The ordinance currently allows for 
maximum building height of 25 feet and 2.5 stories in all residential districts.  
The requested amendment to allow for a height increase to 30 feet to provide for a functional half-story or 
increased ceiling height is consistent with current construction patterns and other municipalities.  

Recommendation: Initiate text amendment to raise maximum permitted building height in R-1, R-2 and R-3 
districts from 25 feet to 30 feet. The City may consider additional regulations regarding roof slope/roof design to 
ensure that the increased height does not create a corresponding increase in the mass of the building.  

3. Carriage Style Garages – Grading Exception 

The Board recommends allowing carriage style garages on lots where front-to-rear grading changes by the 
equivalent of one story. 

• In such cases, rear detached garages are often impractical or impossible due to elevation challenges. 

• These lots should be exempt from the standard restrictions on carriage style garages to allow for reasonable 
accommodation of on-site parking needs. 

• This change would provide flexibility for homeowners while maintaining design consistency with challenging 
topographies. 

  
Analysis: The term “carriage-style garage” generally refers to a garage that resembles a traditional carriage 
house - often a detached structure located at the rear of the property, sometimes with an accessory dwelling 
unit (ADU) above. However, based on a review of the cases that appeared before the ZBA, it appears the 
reference is to garage orientation, not style. It is our understanding that the ZBA is referring to attached 
garages that project in front of the dwelling and can be accessed by vehicles after turning into the site i.e, 
garage door not facing the front street. The term used for that style of garage is “courtyard” or “side entry” 
garages. 
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Per section 2102 (b) of the Zoning ordinance attached garages must be set back a minimum of 4 feet from 
the front wall of the dwelling and cannot occupy more than 40% of the front building façade facing a street. 
Further, side entry garages are not permitted to be located in the front yard of parcels located in the R-1 and 
R-2 districts. The ZBA’s recommendation is to amend the ordinance to allow side-entry garages in the front 
yard for residential parcels where the site has a significant grade change that will prevent the construction of a 
garage on the rear of the parcel. 

Over the past few years, the Planning Commission has also heard of challenges posed by the requirement to 
place garages only in the rear yard.  The intent behind adopting these regulations was to prevent the street 
façade of homes in residential districts being dominated by garages and making the main entry to the dwelling 
barely visible. Construction of garages in the front yard also gives a more auto-centric street view rather than 
a neighborhood feel.  

We, however, acknowledge that parcels with grade changes may find it challenging and, in some cases, 
impossible to meet the ordinance requirement. A variance granted for garages to be in the front yard due to 
grade challenges would qualify as a ‘practical difficulty’ per MZEA.  

Recommendation: Planning Commission consider a text amendment allowing for courtyard entry garages on 
parcels located within R-1 and R-2 residential districts where the natural grade change (not altered by the 
owner) from the front lot to the rear lot line is 10 feet or greater.  Such a change would acknowledge the 
challenge faced by some parcels while not defeating the original intent of the ordinance. 

I will be present at the Planning Commission meeting to discuss the amendments and answer any questions. 

Cc: Jeremy Peckens 
 Nik Banda 
 Jeff Kragt 
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To:      Honorable Planning Commission Members 
 
From:  Jeremy Peckens, Planning and Zoning Administrator 
 
Date:     
 
RE: Façade Change – 215 S. Main 
 
    The purpose of this memo is to inform the Planning Commission that Main Street Billiards, 
located at 215 S. Main, has requested approval for a simple façade modification. The proposed 
change involves replacing the existing wood façade with stained cedar plank siding. 
 
This modification is limited in scope and does not involve alterations to the building’s structure, 
signage, or footprint. The intent is to refresh the building’s exterior with a more durable and 
aesthetically pleasing material while maintaining compatibility with the surrounding area. 
 
We would suggest that you set a public hearing for their special exception request at your next 
available meeting.  
 
Please feel free to call me if you have any questions. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Jeremy Peckens, MPA 
Planning & Zoning Administrator 
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