PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that there will be a City of Lodi Plan Commission
meeting held on Tuesday, January 12, 2021 at 6:30 pm in the Council
Room, City Hall, 130 South Main Street, Lodi, WI.

In-person attendance is limited due to social distancing protocols and
masks are encouraged. Virtual attendees interested in speaking must
register on the City's website 24 hours prior to the meeting start
time.
Virtual Meeting Access: https://zoom.us/j/94114846304?pwd=YXlxK0tidE0rYWhPY01idkptY2grdz09
Meeting ID: 941 1484 6304 Password: 804603
Dial By Phone: 1-312-626-6799 (Wisconsin); 888-475-4499 (Toll-Free)
Plan Commission Agenda
1. Call to Order
2. Virtual Etiquette Announcement
l
l
l
l
l

Identify number of public input registrations
Identify Alders or staff attending remote (stay muted when NOT speaking)
If virtual, ask to be recognized in the chat box (no side conversations)
Identify yourself prior to speaking
Address questions to meeting Chair

3. Roll Call
4. The Pledge of Allegiance
5. Public Input
Must state name and address. Must be limited to items not on the agenda. Limited to two minutes unless
otherwise extended. Commission’s role is to listen and not discuss the item. Personnel issues cannot be
discussed nor individuals named. The Commission is unable to take action at this meeting.
6. Approve Minutes from December 8, 2020
Documents:
12-08-20 PC Minutes.pdf
7. Discussion and potential recommendation to Council regarding the General Development Plan for the Top of Lodi
Business Center Planned Unit Development for Parcels 11246-321 and 11246-322 (collectively 103 Pleasant
Street).
8. Public Hearing
To consider proposed amendment to Chapter 278 (Signs) of the City of Lodi Ordinances to allow projecting signs by right (0 -12
square feet in size).

Documents:
Sign Ord Amendment Memo.pdf
9. Discussion and potential recommendation to Council regarding amendment to Chapter 278 (Signs) of the City of
Lodi Ordinances to allow projecting signs by right (0-12 square feet in size).
10. Update and Discussion on Zoning Administrator Report (zoning inquires or permits approved since the last
meeting, on-going City project updates, and requests for future agenda items).
Documents:
Zoning Administrator Report_2021_01_04.Pdf
11. Adjourn

10. Update and Discussion on Zoning Administrator Report (zoning inquires or permits approved since the last
meeting, on-going City project updates, and requests for future agenda items).
Documents:
Zoning Administrator Report_2021_01_04.Pdf
11. Adjourn
Posted:__________________
By:_____________________
Members: Mayor Groves Lloyd, Alders Stevenson (Chair), Strasser, Tonn and
Citizens Detmer, Larsen, Lee
Please inform the chair if you are unable to attend to ensure a quorum.

Notice is hereby given that a majority of the City of Lodi Common Council may be present at a meeting of the Plan
Commission to gather information about subjects over which they have decision making responsibility. This constitutes a
meeting of the city council pursuant to State ex rel. Badke v. Greendale Village Bd., 173 Wis.2d 553, 494 N.W.2d 408 (1993),
and must be noticed as such; although the City of Lodi Common Council will not take any formal action at this meeting.

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that there will be a City of Lodi Plan Commission
meeting held on Tuesday, December 8th, 2020 at 6:30 pm in the Council
Room, City Hall, 130 South Main Street, Lodi, WI.
In-person attendance is limited due to social distancing protocols and masks are
encourage. Virtual attendees interested in speaking must register on the City’s
website 24 hours prior to the meeting start time.

Plan Commission Minutes
1. Call To Order
Rich Stevenson called the meeting to order at 6:38pm.
2. Virtual Etiquette Announcement
3. Roll Call
Commission members present: Peter Tonn, Ted Lee, Ann Groves Lloyd, Rich Stevenson, Jennie Larson, Nick
Strasser, Ken Detmer
Staff present: Stephen Tremlett - MSA, Zoning Administrator, Julie Ostrander - Director of Administration

4. The Pledge Of Allegiance
5. Public Input
None.
6. Approve Minutes from November 10, 2020.
Motion by Groves Lee, seconded by Strasser, to approve the minutes. Motion passed 7-0.
7 . Discussion regarding extension of Combined General Development Plan and Specific Implementation Plan
recommendation for Parcels 11246-321 and 11246-322 (collectively 103 Pleasant Street).
Tremlett read the staff report outlining the request for a three-month extension by the applicant on the combined
GDP/SIP for Planned Unit Development zoning. Per this report, Tremlett recommended approval of the extension,
but deferred to Plan Commission for the length of the extension. Stevenson read aloud a letter submitted by
resident Mike Goethel in opposition of the extension.
Stevenson stated COVID-19 has impacted the ability to find renters and for new businesses to establish, and
hoped to allow an extension to give the developer a chance to find potential users.
Larsen asked, “how many extensions are we going to give?” She also asked Tremlett what this means should the
extension not be granted this evening. Tremlett responded that if the extension is not granted, Plan Commission
can act on the application next month, as public hearing is required prior to recommending to Council due to the
lapse in time since the previous public hearing. Tonn requested clarification on the process, specifically when
would the clock start prohibiting resubmittal should they deny the application. Tremlett responded that it would be
from Council denying the application.
Stevenson asked the applicant to describe their process since the application was tabled back in July and what
will be done if the extension is granted. Duffy stated he had been taking into consideration those items discussed
at that previous meeting, as well as form discussions with Tonn, Larsen and Detmer since that meeting. He wants
to focus on business development, specifically those users that want to grow their business and the City wants.
Stevenson followed up to ask if an extension would be helpful and why. Duffy responded that he would like to do
more research and talk to other developers that have done similar redevelopments. He would also like to have
further discussions with the City to better understand the desires and concerns for the site.
Tonn stated how over the last 18 months this development has been discussed he received just one call and that
took place just three weeks ago. He does not believe COVID-19 is a reason for the request of an extension, and
his concern with the development has never changed from 2019 with the need for investment into the exterior.
Duffy asked what Tonn’s response was when he asked if putting $20,000 into the outside would make the
difference, noting his response was “no”. Duffy also noted the last discussion he had with Tonn was about a need
to improve the assessment, which had not been discussed at previous meetings.
Tonn said that ($20,000) is not making enough of an improvement to the exterior and interior to get qualified
tenants. He stated he is not looking for a slight improvement but a significant investment to lead to a successful
project. Duffy stated he respected the time they have to discuss the project, and he would like to make the
investment Tonn is after.
Larsen stated the applicant has had time to improve their application. She acknowledge the applicant did give her
a call, but it came just a few days ago, and they did hold a neighborhood meeting to hear what they would like to

see. Larsen questioned if three months will improve the conditions we are in, referencing COVID-19 likely will still
be affecting the country and the amount of vacancies that exist in downtown Lodi.
Tonn said the applicant could take a picture of the exterior and send to an architecture firm that could suggest
improvements that could be made to the façade to improve the building. He mentioned how the developer that
improved the old City Hall shared existing pictures and proposed improvements. Tonn stated this effort is not
restricted by COVID-19, and is not the reason for no movement on improving their application.
Detmer mentioned how everyone he has talked to in the neighborhood are against this project. Tonn clarified if
those who are against it were against commercial reuse for the site. Detmer stated that is what he has been
hearing, and followed that response with asking if a rezone application could be presented if the property was sold
to a new entity. Stevenson asked what if it were a new partner. Tremlett responded that he would need to look
into the matter.
Mayor Groves Lloyd stated she concurs with the sentiment discussed and that it has been disappointing. She
explained further that she remains uninspired with what has been presented thus far, but recognizes how the
current market is difficult to plan around.
Stevenson noted that even if they took investors, there is not a lot of businesses looking to expand. He added
that he wants to believe that three months will make a difference.
Strasser stated even though he has not been part of this entire process from the beginning, he is frustrated by this
request for an extension beyond the one provided in July. He doesn’t believe three more months will change
things.
Tonn noted even with a denial of an extension the applicant will have a month to show an improved plan.
Following this statement, Tonn made the following motion: “In the spirit of positivity and in the spirit of how it had
been recommended in the staff report, I move to recommend a three-month extension.” Stevenson seconded.
Stevenson asked if there is any discussion. Lee clarified that it will come back before Plan Commission next
month. Tremlett stated it would. Motion failed 2-5 with Mayor Groves Lloyd and Stevenson in support of the
motion.

8. Discussion on Lodi Comprehensive Plan Update.
Tremlett read the staff report, which included several questions as it relates to the updated Future Land Use
(FLU) Map – specifically, regarding identification of land uses outside the current City limits, proposed
collector/arterial and new park locations. Detmer shared several points of concern based on an email provided
prior to the meeting (to be shared in updated minutes).
Tonn sees lands on the north side Reynolds Road allowing residential or commercial under the Neighborhood
Mixed Use (NMU) category. Detmer stated he will go along with the NMU as long as it’s understood that a gas
station may be restricted in this location next to an existing pump station. Larsen noted a convenience store
next to the schools will likely interest students, but typically does not provide healthy food options. Tremlett
noted the NMU Future Land Use category, as currently written, may allow gas stations if designed in a manner
that does not impede or substantially distract form existing/planned development in the surrounding area.
Stevenson noted it would be good to discourage [gas stations] based on concerns noted, but not tie the hands of
future City officials [by prohibiting outright]. Mayor Groves Lloyd agrees with changing the NMU policy to
discourage gas stations to not hamstringing future Plan Commissioners. All agreed to make this change.
Detmer discussed a need to change the lands owned by the Golf Club to be Park & Rec (vs. low-density
residential) on the FLU map, as they do not plan to sell the land even with some recent discussions. Thus, the
long-term use is and will be for future golf course expansion and use by others (e.g. Ski club). See full
description provided by Detmer in the updated meeting packet.
Tonn asked how much land the Golf Club owned outside the City limits. Per discussions, it was concluded
roughly 120 acres was owned by the Golf Club outside of the City limits. Detmer also noted some of the lands
could not be developed due to the ditch within the wooded section. Tonn described his vision for these lands,
which included all the uses described by Detmer with the addition of 50 homes. In his vision, the golf club adds
three holes to allow for 6- and 12-hole options with a developer purchasing the remaining lands with agreements
that preserves the woodlands for the Ice Age Trail and maintains the ski trail. The influx of money to the golf
club would allow them to improve the clubhouse and to cover building the additional golf holes. Also mentioned
a potential agreement to host events at the clubhouse to benefit the entire community. Tonn mentioned this
vision is a reason not to blanket the entire 120 acres as Park & Open Space and would rather see a cross hatch
of parks and low-density residential. Tremlett discussed an alternative option that would show it as Park & Open
Space, but include a map note stating the City is open to low-density residential in this area, as long as lands
are preserved for the Ice Age Trail and ski trails (especially the woodlands). Tremlett also stated this map note
could allow for development that meets these criteria without a need for a Comp Plan amendment. Larsen
stated she liked this idea.
Detmer discussed concerns he has for the proposed collector/arterial shown connecting Reynolds Road and
CTH J, noting the expense of such a road and the difficulties to build it with multiple owners impacted. Lee
noted if a road could go through it would allow for a developer to build there (such as Grothman). Detmer stated
the Board [of the Golf Club] has discussed that concept, but concluded that is not a direction they intend to go at
this time. Tonn stated the City needs to be proactive to present locations for additional development in the City,
noting the number of homes already built off of Ottowynn Terrace. Detmer stated it needs to be clear that the

cost is on the developer and not the City. Tonn agreed. Referring back to his email, Detmer noted that the road
impacts several property owners and a piecemeal road development is not practical. He mentioned a need to
discuss condemnation to build any such road. Stevenson stated this road is conceptual and does not require it
to be built as shown, noting potential swampy areas adjacent to CTH J that may influence its final layout if built.
Detmer stated the Board [of the Golf Club] does not want to see development, and even if it were developed the
numbers wouldn’t work for the developer to build the road. Detmer noted the cost should be on the developer
and not the City. Stevenson said the cost would be on the developer and they have been discussing this
north/south connection for over a year. He would like to keep it. Tonn stated the City should be proactive and
plan for this connection. Lee stated it looks good. Detmer thinks it’s a distraction and unlikely to be built
because it’s too costly. Larsen asked Detmer if he had any suggestions of another way to provide this access.
Detmer suggested moving it further west, especially if the Golf Club lands are shown as Park & Open Space.
Stevenson asked Tremlett why the proposed road is shown where it is on the map. Tremlett replied that it’s a
conceptual layout based on what is known in regards to steep slopes and woodlands. Detmer feels we are
being rushed into a decision and requested to table the discussion. Stevenson stated based on what he has
heard the majority are for a conceptual road extension between Reynolds Road and CTH J as currently
depicted. Larsen asked if we could label it as “Conceptual Roadway” (vs. Proposed Road). Tonn stated he
would like to see that changed. All agreed that changing the label would be good.
There was brief discussion on the identified park space behind the homes on Palmer Parkway. The consensus
was to add a note on lands east of the neighborhood, identifying a need for a park space to support the
neighborhood (removing specific lands shown as park on the FLU map). Lee noted there might be an issue with
a park in this area. Stevenson added that the Parks Commission amended the ordinance to prohibit lands over
5% grade to be dedicated as park space.
Tonn asked to see how all these changes will look. Tremlett stated these changes can be added to the full
Comp Plan draft to be shared next month or possibly February dependent on the number of items next month.

9. Update and Discussion on Zoning Administrator Report (zoning inquires or permits approved since the last meeting,
on-going City project updates, and requests for future agenda items).
Tremlett reviewed the staff report dated December 1st, highlighting the required closure of the holiday pop-up
shop at 121 Water Street because it not an allowable use in the R-2 zoning district. Tonn asked Tremlett if this
enforcement was due to a complaint. Tremlett stated that was the case. Larsen stated we should shore this up
next year to allow such a use in this location. During a brief discussion there appeared to be interest in finding a
way to allow such as use near this location.
Tremlett also noted a potential conditional use permit request upcoming for a projecting sign; however, is
interpretation of the ordinance is that if the existing sign arm will be used it would not require a CUP [as a legal
non-conforming sign]. Tremlett asked if there had been a similar request since the sign ordinance has been
amended. Stevenson said there has not been such a request. Tremlett asked opinions on allowing projecting
signs under a certain size to be allowed without a conditional use permit. Stevenson said to bring back a
recommended amendment and they would discuss it then.
Tonn asked if the discussions on Terra Vista is regarding the next phase. Tremlett stated it was for the already
completed phase per conditions of approval that had not been met. Tremlett stated this concluded his highlights
from the last month.
10. Adjourn
Motion by Lee, seconded by Strasser, to adjourn. Motion passed 7-0, meeting adjourned at 8:32pm.

Memo
To:
From:
Subject:
Date:

Lodi Plan Commission
Stephen Tremlett, AICP, Zoning Administrator
Sign Ordinance Amendments
December 29, 2020

Background Information
The City of Lodi Sign Ordinance currently requires conditional use permits for all projecting signs, no
matter what size they are. With this blanket requirement, there is no incentive to install smaller, more
visually attractive signage. In the design guidelines from the Main Street Corridor Plan, it states that the
City should “Favor sign standards that reduce clutter and encourage more aesthetically pleasing signs”
and “Do not favor large pole signs, of metal and plastic, with multiple messages.” The two signs in the
lower right and center (Grit (approx. 9 sq. ft.) and Cottage House Primitives (approx. 7.5 sq. ft.),
respectively), are examples of the type of signage the corridor plan recommends, and the lower right is
an example of proposed maximum size by right (approx. 12 sq. ft.). Sizes are estimated from the ground.
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MEMO
December 29, 2020

Amended Section of the Sign Ordinance


Table 278‐15(A) ‐ Business Sign Group Regulations

Description of Proposed Changes
The amended tables are included at the end of this memo with the changes in red and highlighted. Row
“E” of the “Permanent Business Sign Group” table has been edited to say that for projecting signs a
maximum of 1 square foot of sign area for every foot of business frontage up to 12 square feet is allowed
by right, and a CUP is required for anything from 13 square feet to 64 square feet. This removes the CUP
requirement for any projecting sign that is 12 sq. ft. or under.
In the “Permitted Signs by Zoning District” table, the letter “C” (for Conditional) has been added to clarify
which signs require conditional use permits. The letter “C” has been added to both the row for marquee
signs and the row for projecting signs. For marquee signs, this is a simple clarification and is not a change.
For projecting signs, it reflects the change discussed above.

MSA Recommendation
MSA feels that allowing small projecting signs by right without a conditional use permit is a way
to encourage business owners in the downtown area to follow the Corridor Plan’s
recommendations. These changes will also decrease staff and Commission workloads and reduce
the number of required public hearings, which will save the City money.
MSA recommends that the Plan Commission approve this ordinance amendment.

Sincerely,
MSA Professional Services, Inc.

Stephen Tremlett, AICP
Zoning Administrator
Enc:
Sign Ordinance Tables
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December 29, 2020

Table 278.15A

PERMANENT BUSINESS SIGN GROUP*

Sign Categories &
Sign Types

Sign
Permit
Required

Sign Height
Number of Signs
Allowed

11

Sign Location Requirements

Sign Area Requirements
per Side

10,11

1

Requirements
1

Sign
Lighting
Allowed

Sign
Electronic
Messaging
Allowed

1. Freestanding Sign Category:
a . Monument Si gn
b. Pole Sign
c. Dual Pos t Sign

Mi nimum s i gn s etba ck from all
Ma ximum of 1 s f of s i gn area for
property l ines s hall be three feet a nd
every foot of the s i te's bui lding
per s i te , rega rdl es s of the
30 feet from a s ide or rea r lot line
9
number of bus i nes s es
abutting a res idential zoned parcel. frontage up to 100 s f per s ide

Limit of 1 Frees ta nding Sign
Yes

5

9

20 ft ma x.

Ambient,
Goos eneck, or
Interna l

Yes
Yes
Yes

1, 4
1, 4
1, 4

2. On‐Building Sign Category: All On‐Building Signs on the same building façade shall be the same Type of Sign (a‐e), below

a . Wa ll Sign

Ma ximum of 2 s f of s i gn area for
every foot of the bus ines s
frontage up to 100 s f

3

b. Awning Si gn
c. Canopy Si gn

6, 7

Yes

7

d. Ma rquee Sign

4, 7

e. Projecting Sign

4, 7

2

No

Any

20 ft max. No
Mi nimum overha ng clea rance: bottom
Limit of 1 On‐Buil ding Si gn
part of any s i gns Ambient or
of s i gn s hall be a minimum of 14 feet
for each bus i nes s , on ea ch
Ma ximum of 1 s f of s i gn area for
Goos eneck
s hall extend
a bove a drive, a lley, or s treet; and a
buildi ng faça de that faces
every foot of the bus ines s
higher tha n the
mi nimum of 7 feet a bove a s i dewa l k,
(roughly pa rall el to) a
fronta ge up to 64 s f
buil ding pa rapet
path, trail, or other ground‐l evel
Ambient,
public s treet
s urfa ce
or eave.
Ma ximum of 1 s f of s i gn area for
Goos eneck, or
every foot of bus ines s frontage
Interna l
up to 12 s f (CUP required 13 s f ‐
64 s f)

No
No
No
No

3. Pedestrian Sign Category: All Pedestrian Signs on the same building façade shall be the same Type of Sign (a‐b), below
a . Bla de Sign

8

Yes

b. Sus pended Sign

Limit of 1 Pedes trian Sign
for ea ch Bus i nes s

Same as On‐Building Sign Category

8 s f per s ide ma x.

10 ft ma x.

No

Ambient

No

4. Daily Notice Sign Category:
a . Menu Boa rd Sign
Yes
b. Bulletin Board Si gn

Limit of 1 Dail y Notice Si gn
for ea ch bus i nes s

On‐buildi ng. Ma x 4" from wall
Within 10 ft of cus tomer entrance.
Mus t not block vehi cle or pedes tri an
movement
4

c. Dri ve‐Through Sign

Per CUP

8 s f max.

8 ft ma x.

No
Ambient

12 s f per s ide ma x.

8 ft ma x.

24 s f per s ide ma x.

8 ft ma x.

Any

Yes

Not applicabl e

Ambient or
Interna l

Yes

Not applicabl e

Ambient or
Interna l

2

No
1, 4

5. Window & Door Sign Category:
No

Limit of 1 window s i gn for
each window

No

Limit of 1 door s i gn per
cus tomer entrance

a . Wi ndow Sign

b. Door Sign

Ins i de Window or Etched Gla s s of
Window

Ins ide Door or Etched Glas s of Door

The s ma lles t recta ngle
containing any Wi ndow Sign
s hall not exeed 50% of the area
wi thin the window frame
The s ma lles t recta ngle
conta ini ng a ny Door Si gn s hal l
not exeed 50% of the area
within the door fra me

* Refer to Section 278‐13 for General Provisions applicable to all signs.
1. Refer to Section 278.18 for additional regulations
2. "Any" refers to either Ambient, Backlit, Cabinet or Gooseneck
3. Wall Signs shall not project more than two feet horizonatally beyond the edge of any wall or other surface to which they are mounted.
4. Conditional Use Permit Required.
5. Bottom edge of sign must be located within an average of six feet of existing grade
6. Sign copy shall not exceed 75 percent of the area of an angled face of the awning or 12 inches tall on a vertical face of the awning and shall not project above, below, or beyond the awning surface
7. Sign copy shall be horizontally and vertically centered on the face(s) of the structure
8. Blade Signs shall not extend more than three feet from the wall
9. Refer to Section 278‐17 for additional regulations related to Business Center Signs.
10. The total on‐premises sign area of all Permanent Business Signs in the C‐1, I‐1, I‐2, and I‐3 Districts shall not exceed 300 square feet, and no individual sign in these districts shall be greater than 100 square feet.
In all other districts the total on‐premises sign area of all Permanent Business Signs shall not exceed 100 square feet, and no individual sign in these districts shall be greater than 64 square feet.
11. Refer to Section 278‐17 for additional limitations for signs in residential or planned unit development districts.
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Permitted Signs by Zoning District
(P = Permitted, NP = Not Permitted, C = Conditional)

Sign Categories &
Sign Types

A

R‐1 R‐2 R‐3 C‐1 C‐2 C‐3 I‐1

I‐2

I‐3

C

1. Freestanding Sign Category:*
P

a . Monument Si gn

12

NP

12

NP

12

NP

12

NP

12

NP

NP

12

NP

12

NP

12

NP

b. Pol e Si gn

P

NP

b. Dua l Pos t Si gn

P

NP

12

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

12

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

12

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

12

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

2. On‐Building Sign Category:*
NP

NP

a . Wa l l Si gn
b. Awni ng Si gn

NP

NP

NP

NP

P

P

P

P

P

P

NP

c. Ca nopy Si gn

NP

NP

NP

NP

P

P

P

P

P

P

NP

d. Ma rquee Si gn

NP

NP

NP

NP

C

C

C

C

C

C

NP

NP

NP

NP

NP

C/P

C/P

C/P

C/P

C/P

C/P

NP

e. Projecti ng Si gn

3. Pedestrian Sign Category:*
a . Bl a de Si gn

NP

NP

NP

NP

P

P

P

P

P

P

NP

b. Sus pended Si gn

NP

NP

NP

NP

P

P

P

P

P

P

NP

12

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

12

P

P

P

P

P

NP

P

P

P

P

P

P

NP

NP

12

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

12

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

4. Daily Notice Sign Category:*
a . Menu Boa rd Si gn

12

NP

12

NP

NP

NP

NP

NP

12

NP

12

NP

b. Bul l eti n Boa rd Si gn
c. Dri ve‐Through Si gn

NP

NP

NP

NP

5. Window Sign Category:*
12

NP

12

NP

NP

NP

NP

NP

12

NP

12

NP

a . Wi ndow Si gn

b. Door Si gn
12. Also permitted for legal, and principal, non‐residential land uses within these Districts or Planned Unit
Development Districts
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Memo
To:
From:
Subject:
Date:

Lodi Plan Commission
Stephen Tremlett, AICP, Zoning Administrator
Zoning Administrator December 2020 Monthly Report
January 4, 2021

The following is a summary of December zoning administration activities in addition to those items appearing on
the January 12th agenda.
Zoning Permits Approved:
 107 S. Main Street Projecting Sign
 111 S. Main Street Projecting Sign (conditionally approved pending updated application)
Summary of Zoning Inquires:
 Verification on zoning requirements for potential Lodi Valley Dental expansion.
 Requirements for on‐site parking at an existing duplex lot.
 Conditions of approval for the Highlands of Ridgestone (Phase 1F) and Terra Vista (Phase 1) plats.
On‐Going City Projects:
 Comprehensive Plan amendments.
 Zoning Map Update.
Pending Requests/Future Agenda Items:
 215 N. Main Street. Potential Kwik Trip expansion project.
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