
PLYMOUTH BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 
April 7, 2026 

 

The Plymouth Board of Zoning Appeals met in regular session in the Council Chambers of the City 
Building, 124 North Michigan Street, Plymouth, Indiana, on April 7, 2026, at 6:30 p.m. 
 
Board President Art Jacobs called the meeting to order for Board members Jack Garner, Mark 
Gidley, Brandon Richie, and Paul Wendel. Alternate Mark Record was in attendance but not 
needed. Alternate Linda Secor was absent but not needed. Others present were Building 
Commissioner Dennis Manuwal Jr., City Attorney Jeff Houin, and Plan Director Ty Adley. The 
public was able to see and hear the meeting through Zoom and streamed live at 
https://www.youtube.com/@CityofPlymouth. 
 
Deputy Clerk-Treasurer Kyle Williams administered the Oath of Office to Art Jacobs. 
 
Board members Richie and Garner moved and seconded to approve the minutes of the regular 
session of March 3, 2026, as presented. The motion carried.  
 
The following legal notice was advertised in the Pilot News on March 26, 2026: 

  
       

 
 
Board members Richie and Garner moved and seconded to suspend the rules to move the 
Southpointe Shed Memo to the start of the meeting. The motion passed by roll call vote with all 
in favor. 
 
Adley presented the following memo: 
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Adley stated we were closing in on the mark of about 15 administrative appeals, and people have 
called us out to look at their shed in association with the setbacks. He stated they had people 
applying for a variance from the development standard instead of administrative appeals. He 
stated we had provided 15 copies up here at the front for individuals who are seeking to keep 
their shed where it was by reducing the setbacks. He went into detail on what was required for a 
successful application. 
 
Garner asked for clarification that each of these had to be handled on a case-by-case basis for 
each property. 
 
Adley replied that each case was its own. He stated they may be similar in certain instances, but 
they were each different. 
 
Garner asked, as we were looking at redoing some of our zoning ordinances, if there was any 
idea that some of this might be changed in the future. 
 
Adley stated that it was part of the discussion that he was having with the Building 
Commissioner contemplating what it would look like to begin reducing certain setbacks for 
accessory structures. He stated it came down to what the building code required when you are 
talking about safety from the structure to the property line. He stated they had not been able to 
complete that process as we were in the middle of a land use update for our entire classification 
for the city itself, but it would be one of the many setbacks and development standards that we’re 
looking to address. He stated that, in his time as a Planner, we’ve always looked to make sure 
that all structures were maintainable from all sides without having to go onto adjacent properties. 
He stated it hadn’t been uncommon to look at a 5-foot setback to those spaces, as you never 
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wanted to count on your neighbor allowing you to come onto their property to maintain your 
own property itself. 
 
Jacobs asked if this came about because the Building Inspector had learned of some of these 
sheds being out of compliance or did something else trigger all of this. 
 
Adley replied there was a conversation about violations and a disagreement between property 
owners that led to several letters. 
 
BZA 2026-04: Candace Hunter, 1006 N Walnut Street, Plymouth, IN 46563: A Variance of 
Development Standards to increase lot coverage and reduce setbacks to 5’ off the alley located at 
1006 N Walnut Street, Plymouth, IN 46563. Identified as parcel 50-42-92-303-169.000-019, 
zoned R-3, Traditional Residential District. 
 
Plan Director Adley reviewed the findings of fact and the request from the applicant. He shared 
the images below: 
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Adley stated they were in the middle of pouring their concrete pad when they were stop-work 
ordered. He provided the following recommendation: 
 

 
 
Gidley asked if there was a building permit issued to start with. Manuwal disagreed. Gidley stated 
this work was done without a building permit. He asked if he was notified of it and if that was 
why he did a stop work order. 
 
Manuwal replied he was in the alley meeting another homeowner and noticed the concrete crew 
pouring concrete. He stated he went over and issued the stop work order as there was not a 
building permit. 
 
Wendel asked if it was a local contractor. Manuwal agreed. Wendel asked if they were unaware 
that they needed a building permit. 
 
Manuwal replied there was some miscommunication between the property owner and the 
contractor about who was pulling the permit. 
 
Candace Hunter (1006 N. Walnut Street, Plymouth, IN 46563) 
 
Hunter stated it was her fault that she didn’t get a permit prior. She stated that she went in a couple 
of weeks before to go meet with the Building Commissioner, but he was on vacation. She stated 
she thought they only needed a permit before the structure went up, but she didn’t know that she 
had to have it before the concrete was poured. She stated she had every intention of getting one, but 
because her husband was going to build the structure, we weren’t going to do that until the concrete 
was poured, and we knew that the concrete had to settle for a certain amount of time before we 
could ever start building. 
 
Gidley asked if a corner of the concrete was removed, as there was a corner that had some loose 
concrete.  
 
Hunter replied that was where they stopped. 
 
Jacobs asked if the five feet was from the middle of the alley or five feet from the property line. 
 
Hunter replied that it was further back than the old garage, as it was right on the alley. 
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Jacobs stated that once it was torn down, it became a whole new project. He stated he wanted to 
ensure it was in the right spot. He asked Manuwal if he was fine with the location. 
 
Manuwal replied that it would be tough to get a car in there, but if you grant the five feet, then it 
was their problem getting the cars in. He stated that, per building code, if it was closer than five 
feet to a property line, then the wall had to be fire-rated. 
 
Jacobs asked how wide the door was. Hunter replied that it was 10 feet wide. 
 
Board members Garner and Wendel moved and seconded to open the public hearing. The motion 
carried. 
 
Hunter stated she did go around to all those houses surrounding her and did get their signatures. 
She stated she gave them a letter and talked to them personally. 
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Board members Garner and Richie moved and seconded to close the public hearing. The motion 
carried. 
 
Board members Richie and Garner moved and seconded to approve BZA 2026-04 with staff’s 
recommendation as seen above. The motion passed by roll call vote.  
 
In Favor:   Garner, Gidley, Richie, Wendel, and Jacobs 
Against:   None 
 
BZA 2026-05: Michael Fuentes, 1216 N Center Street, Plymouth, IN 46563: A Special Use 
Exception to allow for a home based business for a Type 07 FFL business at 1216 N Center 
Street, Plymouth, IN 46563. Identified as parcel 50-42-92-301-110.000-019, zoned R-3, 
Traditional Residential District. 
 
Plan Director Adley reviewed the findings of fact and the request from the applicant. He shared 
the images below: 
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Michael Fuentes (1216 N. Center Street, Plymouth, IN 46563) 
 
Fuentes stated this was just to buy and sell guns online and build them at his home. He stated it was 
not going to be a storefront. He added that it said it was going to be by appointment only, but that 
was only to meet the ATF qualifications, as he had to have a certain number of times that he had to 
be considered open so they may come through and check anything and everything to ensure he was 
up to their standards. He stated nobody would be coming and going or anything like that. He stated 
there may be more Amazon deliveries or delivery trucks, but that was about it. He stated that he 
spoke to several of his neighbors in the area and there was a daycare right across the street. He 
stated she had some concerns, as there was a big window in front of her daycare, and she was 
worried about the kids seeing guns. He explained to her that everything would be going in boxes 
and nobody would be picking anything up. He stated he would take packages to the post office, or 
if it was local, then he would just deliver it to their house. He said nothing would be visible and 
there would be no yard sales, so there would be no way to tell from the outside. 
 
Richie asked if he had any experience in this business prior. 
 
Fuentes replied that he had experience building but not in the selling part of it. He stated this was 
the first step in achieving that. He stated that to get a Federal Firearms License (FFL), he had to get 
approval from the city for zoning. 
 
Richie asked if he was doing engraving as well. 
 
Fuentes replied that the goal was to get to that point. He stated he would like to buy and sell for 
now but slowly grow with the engraving, cerakoting, etc. He stated that every business wanted to 
thrive and grow, so it would be nice to eventually move to a storefront, but he had to start 
somewhere. 
 
Gidley asked if this would be in the house or shed. 
 
Fuentes replied that it would be in the house, as according to ATF, if it was in the home, he had to 
have a room that was dedicated to that, which he does. He stated that was another point he discussed 
with the neighbors, as he had children and grandchildren. He stated that the room had to be locked 
up, and inside that room, he also had to have safes holding the guns, and they had to have locks on 
them as well. 
 
Wendel asked what the process was for making these. He asked if he would be gunsmithing. 
 
Fuentes replied that you can customize anything else. He was basically putting parts together. 
 
Wendel asked if there was any type of gunpowder or projectiles on site. 
 
Fuentes replied that there would not be any. 
 
Jacobs replied that we didn’t control that anyway. He stated that he would just be ordering parts 
and putting them together. 
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Fuentes wished to clarify that there would be no ammunition, as that would be a whole different 
kind of permit. He stated he had personal guns and ammunition, but that was about it. He stated he 
wouldn’t be selling ammunition in bulk, making bullets or ammunition, etc. He stated it could be 
something down the line but not at that location. 
 
Gidley asked for clarification that you had to meet the ATF’s requirements before you even open 
up for business.  
 
Fuentes replied that he had to do this before he could even apply for a permit. 
 
Gidley asked if he had to build out this room before you could even apply for the permit. 
 
Fuentes replied in agreement and stated to him that he would have to change out his whole door, 
doorframe, locks, etc., so it was better to do everything. He stated the house was 120-some years 
old, so it definitely needed an update. He stated there were strict guidelines for the ATF that he had 
to meet, and this was a step to do so. 
 
Gidley asked for clarification that they did the homework to know that you needed to do that first. 
 
Fuentes replied in agreement, and everyone he spoke to shared similar concerns. He listed safety 
for the children, safety for any onlookers, traffic coming and going, etc. 
 
Gidley asked if the gutter trailer in front of the house was his business. 
 
Fuentes replied that he worked for that business. He stated it was usually parked in his neighbor’s 
yard as they had a little lot behind their house, but they’re now selling their house. He stated they 
asked him if he could move it, but it would go off the street soon. 
 
Board members Gidley and Richie moved and seconded to open the public hearing. The motion 
carried. 
 
Cathy Sellers (1211 N. Center Street, Plymouth, IN 46563) 
 
Sellers stated that, due to the safety of the Fuentes family and the multiple families, children, and 
residents in this area, she was against and opposed to the use of this type of business in this area. 
She stated she was all for the right for people to have the right to bear arms for protection and 
hunting for food, but there may be a better place than a home-based business for guns in a residential 
area. She was worried about the case of disgruntled customers having firearms and then, if it was 
going to be by appointment, that it would not stick to appointments, and they would just show up. 
She believed once this address was known for having a place where you could get firearms, there 
was going to be an increase in traffic coming to this area. She stated she was also concerned about 
whether he did answer, saying there wasn’t going to be gunpowder or anything. She stated she was 
wondering if people want to purchase it and test it, where that would happen, but that may be for 
the future. She believed it was a dangerous hazard to be happening in a residential area and that the 
city and federal guidelines are going to come in and out unannounced, so that would be more traffic. 
She stated multiple families have lived in this area for decades, peaceful and safe, and she wanted 
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it to be nice so it would continue to be peaceful and safe. She stated the Fuentes family was very 
respected in the neighborhood, as all of them are, and that she has nothing to do with them. She 
stated she was concerned about their safety, their kids, and everybody too. 
 
Georgia Shez (1212 N. Center Street, Plymouth, IN 46563) 
 
Shez provided pictures of the property and read the following aloud: 
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Shez added that she also printed out all the firearms businesses in our area that are registered with 
the ATF. She stated that four of them are in Plymouth and they’re all storefronts. She listed the 
others in Argos, Bourbon, and Bremen as being located either in the country or in an industrial area. 
 
Bruce Hollett (11359 Manor Drive, Plymouth, IN 46563) 
 
Hollett stated his sister was the one who just finished speaking here. He stated his biggest concern 
with what he wanted to do was the Cerakote, as it was nasty with the fumes that you spray. He 
stated all the chemicals are highly flammable. 
 
Jacobs stated that Cerakote was not sprayed. 
 
Hollett stated that it was put on; whether it was rubbed on, you still had all the fumes coming off it. 
He stated you must have a well-ventilated location with a filtration unit, and the material was 
hazmat that you had to dispose of. He stated that the condition of his property, the way he has 
noticed over the years, was not striking him as being truly responsible for taking care of that stuff 
in the proper manner. 
 
Wendel asked Jacobs if it was hazardous material. Jacobs replied that it was a Class B hazardous 
material. 
 
Shez stated she was not aware of who said Cerakote was not sprayed, but when she was at Michiana 
Firearms, they said they wear a mask, it was ventilated, sprayed on, and they bake it. 
 
Jacobs stated it was dipped, and he went to Michiana Firearms all the time. 
 
Shez also wished to point out that Hollett was part owner of 1204 N. Center Street. 
 
Board members Richie and Garner moved and seconded to close the public hearing. The motion 
carried. 
 
Fuentes stated that, for now, all he would be doing was buying and selling, and that the Cerakote 
was part of the laundry list of items moving forward that he would like to do in the future. He 
explained there would be more permits that would go along with the rest of the items. He stated 
that, as far as the condition of his property is concerned, his property needed a lot of work, but he 
was the only one there. He explained his mother was elderly, so he was trying to help take care of 
her; he was a single father, and he worked full time. He stated he wasn’t making excuses, but there 
were only so many hours in the day, and he did not mind helping, which he had done before, any 
of his neighbors in the area. He stated some ask for help and others do not ask for help. He stated 
others just send letters to you guys about their concerns. He questioned the idea that because his 
yard was a mess, he was not responsible enough to have a business. He stated this was the first step 
to getting the FFL with the ATF. He stated he was fully aware that along the way there would be 
more classes and learning that he would have to do. He emphasized the safety aspect addressed 
earlier and said he had kids and grandkids that he loved dearly, so he wouldn’t want anything to 
happen to them. He stated he kept his personal guns locked up and they had no access to them at 
all. He stated he was guilty of having a messy yard and apologized for that and did not mind cleaning 
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it up. He stated there were probably plenty of files submitted to you guys throughout the years and 
some people would just never be happy. 
 
Jacobs wished to clarify that Cerakote can be sprayed on, but it was just not typical. 
 
Richie stated that he was 100% for entrepreneurship, small businesses, and guns. He explained that 
growing up in Stake County, there are only two seasons: hunting season and yard sale season. He 
added that during yard sale season, you were often looking for hunting stuff. He stated that you 
mentioned the Cerakoting was going to come later, along with ammunition. He asked if it would 
be possible to put a proposal forth that doesn’t necessarily approve or deny at this point, but that he 
could come back with a multi-year plan like a business plan. He stated that we also wish to respect 
the neighbors, as those are genuine, legitimate concerns that they’re having, and he thought that we 
need to respect that as well. He believed a timeline may help ease their concerns. 
 
Adley stated they could approve something with modifications or conditions. He provided an 
example that they could approve with a condition that he could not Cerakote, laser engrave, or sell 
ammunition under this application. He stated that they could then come forward in the future if he 
wanted to expand some of his services at that given location before going to a commercial or retail 
location. 
 
Jacobs asked Manuwal if he would have to get approval from him before doing any of that as it was 
a home-based business. 
 
Manuwal replied that it was a home-based business, and for the Cerakote he would have to come 
in because he would be putting in exhaust fans and other items in a building permit aspect. He stated 
as for the rest of it, we do not have a business registry.  
 
Richie asked Fuentes if he had no plans to do the Cerakoting at his house. 
 
Fuentes replied that everything he put on the application was just everything because he wasn’t sure 
what you guys needed. He stated he put everything that he would like to do in the future. He stated 
he was fine with limitations and if he needed to pursue a new location for those additional items, 
he would be fine with that as well. He stated those extra items do not need to happen now, but 
currently he would just be looking for permission to have the home-based FFL. 
 
Wendel asked for clarification that he was only asking to start a business at his home. Adley agreed. 
 
Richie stated it was difficult to have neighbors with such a differing degree of opinion. He stated 
he had a home-based business for 20 years. He asked Shez if not having the Cerakoting and fumes 
would ease her concerns. 
 
Shez replied that it did not ease her concerns. She stated he had not lived in this home for the past 
four months. She stated she had trouble with what he was telling you and not telling you. She stated 
his application states that he would be Cerakoting. 
 
Richie stated that we could make it so that can’t happen there. 
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Shez stated she was struggling with the clientele that would be going there, as it could be gun-
carrying people. She stated she was still struggling with the fact that he’s not responsible. She stated 
she was struggling with the fact that he hasn’t disclosed to you that he hasn’t even been living on 
this property for the past four months. She stated that she worked full time and raised four children 
on her own. 
 
Jacobs added that she also helped raise him. 
 
Shez agreed and stated she also maintained her home and to say he doesn’t have time, everyone has 
time or they could hire someone. 
 
Wendel stated he was not in favor of home-based businesses in a residential district at all as it 
disrupts everyone’s tranquility having people come and go. He stated even if it was a thing where 
absolutely nobody came to his door and it was all through the mail, he did not like home-based 
businesses. He stated he had one, and you would never know it, as he was on the phone all day 
long. 
 
Board members Wendel and Gidley moved and seconded to deny BZA 2026-05 as presented. The 
motion passed by roll call vote.  
 
In Favor:   Garner, Gidley, Richie, and Wendel 
Against:   Jacobs 
 
They took an intermission to use the restroom before starting the last case. 
 
BZA 2026-06: James & Deanne Quissell, 11905 Sunset Court, Plymouth, IN 46563: An 
Administrative Appeal to stop moving a yard shed at 11862 Redbud Drive, Plymouth, IN 46563, 
owned by Dennis Emmons Sr. and Margaret Emmons. Identified as parcel 50-32-95-000-
406.000-018, zoned R-2, Suburban Residential District. 
 
Plan Director Adley reviewed the appeal from the applicant. He shared the images below: 
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Adley then provided an analysis and prior history of requests as seen below: 
 

 

 

 

 
 
Adley stated that an administrative appeal was different, as it did not have a public hearing portion. 
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Gidley asked for a definition of a shed and stated that some of these sheds on skids can be moved. 
He asked if this one was permanent and if it was attached to the concrete that’s under it. 
 
Adley replied that he did not know the construction style of the shed. He stated the applicant could 
speak to that. 
 
Gidley asked if there were any permitting differences for one that’s attached to the ground versus 
one on skids. 
 
Manuwal replied to the first question asked by stating that it was an accessory structure. He 
explained that our code required anything 120 square feet or larger to have a permit. He stated the 
Indiana Residential Building Code required any structure 200 square or larger to be placed on a 
foundation. 
 
Houin stated that he did not believe the requirement for a building permit, or not really answered 
the question. He also reiterated that it was an accessory structure. 
 
Gidley understood that but stated that we were using the word shed on all of this. 
 
Houin stated a shed was an accessory structure. He read aloud the definition of an accessory 
structure as seen below: 
 

 
 
Houin stated this was the case whether it was on a permanent foundation or skids, whether it was 
under the size requiring a building permit or not; it doesn’t have any bearing on whether it was an 
accessory structure.  
 
Wendel asked what the size was of this accessory structure. 
 
Manuwal replied that he had no idea as there was no permit. 
 
Jacobs asked for clarification if by saying yes to this that we would be saying it could stay. 
 
Adley disagreed. He stated the decision was whether it was too close to the property line or not. 
He stated the setback requirement for a side yard setback was 10 feet. 
 
Houin stated the question before them was whether or not Manuwal made a correct determination 
that this accessory structure exists within the setback without a variance. He stated whether they 
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choose to permit that or not was not the question. He stated that it required an application for a 
variance of development standards. He stated the appeal was simply an appeal of Manuwal’s 
interpretation of the zoning ordinance. He stated he determined that it currently existed within the 
setback. 
 
Wendel asked if this had been here for 15 years. 
 
Adley replied that was what was shared within the application itself. 
 
Gidley asked Manuwal how he was made aware of this. 
 
Manuwal replied that a resident in that area called and was complaining about property lines and 
people driving through other people’s property. He stated he went out there and looked at it, 
informed them that he was not aware of where the property lines were. He stated they had a 
survey done, had it staked, and he drove back out there, and now we are here. 
 
Deanne Quissell (11905 Sunset Court, Plymouth, IN 46563) 
 
Quissell stated that they live around the corner from Dennis and Maggie Emmons, whom we are 
representing. She stated that Mr. Emmons has had several health issues in the last two years, cardiac 
especially. She stated she cares about them as all the neighbors in here do and the stress that one 
neighbor has caused on him, he was now having some issues again. He stated that, aside from their 
daughter, her husband and she receive the phone calls for assistance. She stated they were original 
residents in the neighborhood and there are several new people in the neighborhood, but there’s 
also a lot of old residents. She stated they take care of each other and do not complain about each 
other. She stated they received a phone call that his new neighbor, as of last year, was upset that he 
was mowing around his shed in their yard. She stated the complainant was also saying a neighbor 
behind him was dying of cancer, and people were parking in Emmon’s driveway and walking 
through their yard to go to a dying man’s house. She stated we were all dealing with that 
complainant. She agreed the shed was too close and that they filed the wrong appeal, but she was 
not aware of what she was doing. She stated she also approached the neighbors before they got their 
letter, saying, “We need to support the Emmons family to not have to move their shed that’s been 
there for 15 years or longer.” She added that it was not on a slab. 
 
Jacobs asked Manuwal if they agreed with him that it was too close and that they could go back 
and file a variance. Manuwal agreed. 
 
Quissell stated that was what she did not know. She stated she was a nurse and this wasn’t her 
forum. She stated that they also received a letter for their shed, as many in this room did get letters 
about their sheds. She stated they all probably filled out the wrong form because we didn’t know 
what we needed to do. She stated that now that we do, we would all fill those out if that’s what was 
necessary to appear for the May meeting. She assumed the first Tuesday in May, to come before 
you again to hopefully not have to move our sheds that have been there. She stated their shed had 
been there for 20 years and Emmons had been there for 15 years. She stated they could all speak 
for how long their sheds have been there, but we’ve just had the one neighbor who moved in that 
has caused this uproar in the neighborhood. 
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Garner asked if there were fines associated with this. 
 
Manuwal stated that all the wrong forms were probably on him because he told them to just file an 
appeal because once an appeal had been filed, it stopped any violation fines. He stated it was the 
quickest way to stop everything and wait until you all make your decision. He replied that there 
could be fines. He stated he spoke to the Emmons when they first got their letter; he informed them 
that he was willing to work with them, and they talked about moving the shed. He stated he was 
fine if he had a contract from a contractor that said they would be moving it, and he would work 
with them on the timeframe. He stated he would try to work with anybody as much as he could. He 
stated that once progress was stopped, that’s when fines are implemented. 
 
Garner asked if the plans were to move it or file a variance. 
 
Manuwal replied that he did not know what their plans were. 
 
Quissell replied that they would be filing a variance. 
 
Deputy Clerk-Treasurer Williams wished to clarify that the May meeting would actually be the first 
Wednesday in May, which would be May 6th due to Primary Election Day. 
 
Jacobs asked if the next step was to open it up to the public. 
 
Adley replied that it didn’t have to be, as an administrative appeal did not require a public hearing. 
 
Houin stated that they asked good questions that were completely irrelevant to the decision tonight. 
He stated he understood the curiosity, but most of the questions asked are relevant to the discussion 
of a variance application and not relevant to the discussion of an administrative appeal. He stated 
the question tonight was if Manuwal measured correctly that the shed was less than the required 
setback from the property line. He stated if their answer to that question was yes, then you should 
deny the appeal with the understanding that a variance application would be filed. He stated it was 
a confusing process and nobody should be critical that they did not understand the correct form to 
file. 
 
Jacobs asked if filing a variance would stop any fines. 
 
Houin replied that it does and wished to add that fines are discretionary. He stated that, despite what 
some people say, Manuwal was a reasonable guy, and he had made it clear that he was willing to 
work with any of these property owners to understand the process and what they need to do. 
 
Adley wished to clarify that if there were any additional questions, he would be happy to stay here 
and answer whatever it may be until the last one has received guidance.  
 
Leah Richer (11906 Sunset Court, Plymouth, IN 46563) 
 
Richer asked if every person in our subdivision had to file an individual variance and then there 
would be an individual hearing for each case at the next meeting. 
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Gidley replied in agreement and said that each case stood alone. 
 
Manuwal wished to add that if anyone who had received a letter believed that their accessory 
structure meets the setbacks, he would be more than willing to make an appointment to come out 
and measure it, as he had already done it a couple of times. 
 
Richie asked if there was any way we could make this process any harder. 
 
Adley replied that there are some improvements we could do internally in relation to letters or 
anything along those lines. 
 
Houin clarified that none of that could be done before next month's meeting. 
 
Board members Gidley and Wendel moved and seconded to deny BZA 2026-06 as presented. The 
motion passed by roll call vote. 
 
In Favor:   Garner, Gidley, Richie, Wendel, and Jacobs 
Against:   None 
 
Other Business: 
There was plenty more discussion held regarding the process for applicants. There were 
applications present at the meeting and down in the Clerk’s office. The application deadline for the 
May meeting was April 15th. It was confirmed that if you were not able to get your application in 
by next Wednesday, the 15th, then you would have another month to get your application in by next 
month, May 15th, so that you could be on the June meeting. 
 
Manuwal wished to state that if you purchase a pre-built shed, it needs to meet setbacks, and it may 
need to be put on a foundation and anchored down. 
 
There being no other business, Board members Richie and Garner moved and seconded to adjourn 
the meeting. The motion carried, and the meeting adjourned at 8:08 p.m. 
 
 
/s/ Kyle Williams 
Recording Secretary 


