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ANALYSIS  APPLICATION  5184                                                  Date: June 2, 2003

The applicant is requesting a Sign Variance to allow four wall signs for a single building
on a multi-tenant site; only one wall sign per tenant is allowed.

The applicant states the reason for the variance request is the relocation of an existing
(Chevrolet bow tie) sign.  Since the existing sign is a non-conforming sign and pre-
existed prior to the adoption of the Sign Ordinance it may remain; however, the applicant
wishes to relocate this sign to an area on the front of the building.  This relocation would
not increase the square footage of the existing signage.

While Automobile dealers sell more than one brand of automobile or has multiple
licenses, the Sign Ordinance allows for only one wall sign per business.  The sign
Ordinance also states that nonconforming signs may be refaced but shall not be increased
in nonconformity.

The Ordinance states that no variance shall be granted where economics are the basis for
the application.  Additionally, no variance shall be granted unless the Board is presented
with sufficient evidence to find that the variance will not be contrary to the public
interest, and that special conditions exist such that a literal enforcement of the Ordinance
will result in an unnecessary hardship.  The Ordinance also states that a variance should
not be approved unless the spirit and intent of the Ordinance is observed and substantial
justice done to the applicant and the surrounding neighborhood.

Variances are not intended to be granted frequently.  The applicant must clearly show the
Board that the request is due to very unusual characteristics of the property and that it
satisfies the variance standards.  What constitutes unnecessary hardship and substantial
justice is a matter to be determined from the facts and circumstances of each application.

The applicant failed to illustrate that a literal enforcement of the Zoning Ordinance would
result in an unnecessary hardship.  It is simply the applicant’s desire relocate an existing
non-conforming sign.



RECOMMENDATION 5184                                                        Date: June 2, 2003

Based on the preceding, it is recommended that this application be denied.






