
 
AGENDA 

 
EAST GRAND RAPIDS PLANNING COMMISSION 

January 12, 2016 
Community Center – Commission Chambers 

5:30 PM 
 
 
 
 

1. Call to Order 
 
 
2. Approval of Minutes:  November 10, 2015 
 
 
3.  Rezoning of 610 Lovett Avenue, SE (Coiffeteria)  

(Action Requested – Discussion, Public Hearing and Recommendation to City 
Commission) 

 
 

4. Report of the City Commission 
 
 
5. Next Scheduled Meeting Date:  February 9, 2016 
 
 
6. Public Comment 
 
 
7. Adjournment 
 
 
  



PROCEEDINGS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

City of East Grand Rapids, Michigan 

 
November 10, 2015 

East Grand Rapids Community Center – Commission Chambers 

 

 

Present:  Chairman John Barbour, Commissioners John Arendshorst, Kevin Brant, David 

DeVelder, Jeff Dills, Sara Lachman and Mary Mapes.  

 

Absent:  Commissioners Tom Getz and Jeff Olsen 

 

Also Present:  Assistant City Manager Doug La Fave, City Zoning Administrator Tom Faasse, 

City Attorney John Huff and Recording Secretary Lynda Taylor 

 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

 Chairman Barbour called the meeting to order at 5:36 PM. 

 

 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES – MAY 12, 2015 

 

 A motion was made by Commissioner Dills and supported by Commissioner Brant to 

approve the minutes as written. 

 

 Yeas:  Commissioners Arendshorst, Barbour, Brant, DeVelder, Dills and Mapes– 6 

 

 Nays:  -0- 

 

Commissioner Lachman arrived at 5:38 PM. 

 

 

3. REZONING OF 610 LOVETT AVENUE, S.E. (COIFFETERIA) 

 

 Zoning Administrator Tom Faasse explained that a request for rezoning is a request for a 

map amendment to the zoning ordinance. The Planning Commission conducts a review and 

discussion session of the application, offers feedback to the applicant and sets a public 

hearing to be held at a future meeting after notification is sent to property owners within 300 

feet.   

 

 The request for 610 Lovett Avenue is to rezone the property from R-3 Single Family to C-1 

Commercial.  The owner of the property, Marielle Shuster, owns and operates a beauty salon, 

Coiffeteria, in the building which originally was a two-family residence.   

 

 Mr. Faasse reviewed the four guidelines regarding amendments to the text of the zoning 

ordinance or to the zoning map which are governed by Chapter 50, Article 13. 

 

1. Whether or not the proposed rezoning is consistent with the goals, policies and future 

land use map of the City of East Grand Rapids Master Plan; or if conditions have 
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changed significantly since the Master Plan was adopted, consistency with recent 

development trends in the area. 

Mr. Faasse's comment:  The Gaslight Village Subarea Master Plan Amendment 

which was adopted in 2006 recommends that the area on the east side Lovett north of 

Wealthy Street should be designated "to promote low intensity office and boutique 

retail uses, but only if incorporated into structures that also contain residential uses.  

This area was to serve as a transitional area between Gaslight Village and the mixed-

density, all-residential areas that lie to the north and west.  The trend being observed 

in this area is more upscale single family housing.  There are six or so surviving legal, 

non-conforming uses where there is a two-family or three-family use on a lot.  The 

City Commission recently denied a variance request to tear down a single-family 

home and replace a new duplex. 

 

2. Whether the proposed district and the uses allowed are compatible with the site's 

physical, geological, hydrological and other environmental features.  The potential 

uses allowed in the proposed zoning district shall also be compatible with 

surrounding uses in terms of land suitability, impacts on the community, density, 

potential influence on property values and traffic impacts. 

 

Mr. Faasse's comment:  There isn't a great deal of concern since the site is similar to 

other commercial sites in the area.   

 

3. Whether, if rezoned, the site is capable of accommodating the uses allowed, 

considering existing or planned infrastructure including streets, sanitary sewers, 

storm sewer, water, sidewalks, and street lighting.   

 

Mr. Faasse's comment:  All of these items are in place. 

 

4. Other factors deemed appropriate by the Planning Commission or City Commission. 

 

Mr. Faasse reviewed a table showing the schedule of uses in the commercial district and 

noted that some uses are permitted on upper floors, but are not permitted on the ground floor. 

 

Commissioner Brant asked what triggered the rezoning.  Mr. Faasse responded that the 

applicant had requested it.  He explained that an applicant in this position could apply for a 

new variance for the property instead of a rezoning, but if they wanted any kind of change, 

they would have to come back to the City Commission for a modification of the variance.  

With a rezoning, that is not necessary.   

 

Commissioner DeVelder asked about any big differences if changed to commercial from 

residential.  City Attorney Huff said the difference is the use itself is permitted if it is on the 

list.  With the variance, every category and every change would require a hearing. 

 

Commissioner Dills asked if a change to commercial would require a review of ADA 

compliance.  Mr. Faasse explained that this would only be required if changes were made to 

the building. 

 

Chairman Barbour invited the applicant, Marielle Shuster and her representative, Catherine 

Jacobs, to present any information they felt the commission should hear.   
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Ms. Jacobs gave some details about the current easement agreement between Ms. Shuster 

and Mr. Hoffman who owns Hoffman Jewelers.  She said the agreement is one that runs with 

the land whether as it is now, or with a different zoning designation. 

 

Ms.  Jacobs explained that the application was precipitated when Ms. Shuster was going 

through the process of repairing some damage to the building.  The contractor found out 

from the City that a variance had been granted to Coiffeteria to operate with three chairs only 

on the main floor.  When Ms. Shuster purchased the property, the previous owners were 

operating on both floors.  The variance had not been addressed in the purchase agreement 

and for ten years Ms. Shuster has been operating outside of her variance.  In an effort to 

clean up the issues, it was decided to change from R3 to commercial zoning which might 

have a better value if sold. 

 

Commissioner Mapes asked what would happen if the rezoning was not approved.  Ms. 

Jacobs responded that they would ask for a variance to allow the number of chairs currently 

in place on both floors.   

 

Commissioner Mapes asked if there was any benefit to the City as far as increased taxes or 

an assessment change.  Attorney Huff answered that there might be some increase in value, 

but did not think it would be anything substantial. 

 

Chairman Barbour requested comments from the commissioners. 

 

 Commissioner Arendshorst:  Said the area is very commercial, the property has been 

used as commercial for 35 years and there are no records of complaints from 

neighbors.  He did not have any commercial use that he would be uncomfortable 

with. 

 Commissioner Lachman:  Thanked Ms. Shuster for being an excellent contributor to 

the vibrancy of Gaslight Village.  She was surprised by the property rezoning request 

because she had assumed it was commercial. 

 Commissioner Mapes:  Agreed with Commissioner Lachman and because of the size 

limitations, did not see anything negative about zoning the property as commercial 

even if it did change use in the future 

 Commissioner DeVelder:  Changing to commercial zoning made sense.  He said it 

was a beautiful building and that Ms. Shuster had done a nice job with it. 

 Commissioner Brant:  Changing zoning to commercial would increase the buildable 

area of the lot and would add a lot of land value to the property.  He had no objection 

to rezoning. 

 Commissioner Dills:  He was on the Planning Commission when the Master Plan was 

approved and when revisions were made to the subarea master plan.  In the subarea 

master plan the area on the east side of Lovett, north of Wealthy, was zoned as the 

potential expansion of the commercial district.   The variance request for a multi-

family home where a single family home exists was denied in part by the change in 

the neighborhood and immediate street.  Some beautiful homes have been built on the 

west side of Lovett, fit in perfectly with the neighborhood and have raised property 

values in that area.  It seems logical to rezone the property to commercial.  He would 

not want to see any use that would generate high volume or high traffic.   

 Commissioner Lachman:  The market will dictate commercial use in the sense that if 

it comes before the City Commission for site plan review, the only use that would 
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make sense would be a use that can be accommodated with the parking that's 

available which is relatively limited.   

 Chairman Barbour:  The property is in the commercial core of the subarea map.  He 

would not want to see a new use that changed the intensity of the use, but is 

comfortable at this point that there are safeguards in the future process to prevent 

that.  The 2006 subarea revision was very specifically on Lovett on the east side.  

That subarea plan called for high density residential, such as townhouses and multi-

family, however, there have been several single family, high quality tear-down and 

rebuilds.  He said it was clear that the single family homes across the street have 

marketability while this business conducts itself. 

 

 

4. SET PUBLIC HEARING DATE FOR 610 LOVETT AVENUE, S.E. (COIFFETERIA) 

 

A motion was made by Commissioner Lachman and supported by Commissioner 

Arendshorst set a public hearing for December 8, 2015 to consider the rezoning of 610 

Lovett Avenue, S.E. (Coiffeteria) as submitted. 

 

 

5. REPORT OF THE CITY COMMISSION 

 

 Commissioner Dills reported the following: 

 

 A lot of work has been done on City roads because the street millage was approved by 

voters.  Grinding and resurfacing was done to several streets through the Kent County 

bidding process.  Because of the pricing, the city was able to do approximately 50% more 

streets than anticipated with the money that was allocated.  Spray patching was done by 

city crews. 

 Sidewalk repairs have been done by grinding the squares to make them level and 

eliminate trip hazards.  Because of the cost effectiveness of the grinding process, the city 

is able to do miles compared to just sections of replacements. 

 Water main replacements were done on San Jose and Audobon because of emergency 

repairs needed this summer. 

 Several variances have been before the City Commission since the last Planning 

Commission meeting. 

 A lot split at 2119 Lake Drive (Keystone Church) was approved. 

 The lot coverage ordinance amendment was approved with changes to the Planning 

Commission's recommendation.  Instead of  60% coverage for smaller lots a 50% total lot 

coverage was approved. 

 An acquisition of property from East Grand Rapids Schools was approved.  This is a 

section about 15 feet by 320 feet which is the right of way property at the middle school 

starting at Lakeside and Breton going east on the north side of the road.  The land was 

acquired for $1.00.  Changes will be made to the intersection next summer and the 

property was needed to make the lanes proper width and safe for vehicles and bikes in 

order to receive Federal funding. 

 Election results:  Voted back into office were Mayor Amna Seibold and City 

Commissioner Brian Miller.  New Commissioners:  Ward 1 – Chad Zagel and Ward 2 – 

Karey Hamrick. 
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Assistant City Manager Doug La Fave added: 

 

 The culvert and boardwalk projects were completed this summer.  They were completed 

early and under budget. 

 DTE Energy is doing some work at the intersection of Breton Road and Hall Street which 

may continue until November 20.  They are doing repairs to a vault at the end of 

Beechwood which has a 36" gas main. 

 

 

6. NEXT SCHEDULED MEETING DATE:  December 8, 2015 

 

 

7. PUBLIC COMMENT 

 

 No public comment was given. 

 

 

8. ADJOURNMENT: 

 

 The meeting was adjourned at 6:26 PM. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

Lynda Taylor 

Recording Secretary 
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Application for Rezoning 

Applicant:  Coiffeteria Hair Salon/Marielle Shuster, Owner 

Current Zoning  

Classification: Residential (R-3) 

 

Request:  Rezoning from R-3 to C-1 in the “Commercial Core” district 

 

Applicable Zoning Regulations 

 and  

EGR Master Plan 

 
1. East Grand Rapids Zoning Ordinance 

§5.13:  Definitions M-N 

Master Plan:  The plan adopted by the City of East Grand Rapids in accordance with the 

Michigan Planning Enabling Act, Act 33 of 2008, as amended 

2. §5.77 Minimum Parking Requirements 

(B)  C-1 District Parking Space Requirements 

Use: Beauty parlor or barber shop   

Required Parking Spaces:  Two (2) Spaces for each beauty or barber shop chair 

 

Currently, with the shared parking and the on street parking, there are 13 available 

parking spaces.    

 

3. East Grand Rapids Zoning Ordinance 

§5.108:  Rezoning and Text Amendment Guidelines:  the following guidelines shall be 

used by the Planning Commission, and may be used by the City Commission in 

consideration of amendments to the Zoning Ordinance: 

 

(B)  Map Amendments (Rezoning):  

Below are the City’s requirements for a rezoning request.  In blue, the applicant has 

responded to each requirement.  

1. Whether or not the proposed rezoning is consistent with the goals, policies and 

future land use map of the city of East Grand Rapids Master Plan; or, if conditions 

have changed since the Master Plan was adopted, consistency with recent 

development trends in the area. 

 The current Master Plan for EGR includes the subject property in the “CC” 

commercial core map.   
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2. Whether the proposed district and the uses allowed are compatible with the site’s 

physical, geological, hydrological and other environmental features.  The 

potential uses allowed in the proposed zoning district shall also be compatible 

with surrounding uses in terms of land suitability, impacts on the community, 

density, potential influence on property values and traffic impacts. 

The subject property operates in the commercial district of the Gaslight Village, 

sharing its parking with the businesses that front Wealthy Street.  The salon has 

been operating for many years and there have been no negative impacts on the 

residential neighbors.  The traffic has not been an issue for either the residential 

neighbors or the neighboring business owners.  Coiffeteria would fall under the 

permitted C-1 use of “service”.  

 

 

The Applicant’s property is located in the “CC” section, just above and to the left of the letter 

“A” in the orange circle.  The “CC” designation is Commercial Core.  Uses:  Retail, offices, 

services, restaurants.  Building Height:  2 stories, 28 feet maximum. 

In the Master Plan Amendment Map 4:  Gaslight Village Subarea Plan, adopted November 6, 

2006. 
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3. Whether, if rezoned, the site is capable of accommodating the uses allowed, 

considering existing or planned infrastructure including streets, sanitary sewers, storm 

sewer, water, sidewalks, and street lighting. 

 

The operation of the salon, without incident or negative impact, demonstrates the 

site’s capability of accommodating the use from an infrastructural impact.   

 

4. Other factors deemed appropriate by the Planning Commission or City 

Commission. 

4. City of East Grand Rapids Master Plan adopted November 9, 1999 

 Chapter 3, as updated November 6, 2006 

 Map 4:  Gaslight Village Subarea Plan (the map is included in the text below) 

 

5. East Grand Rapids Zoning Ordinance Article 9:  Off-Street Parking Requirements 

§ 5.78 Modifications and Exemptions 

(A) Exemptions.  Uses within certain locations in the Gaslight Village business district 

shall be exempt from parking requirements otherwise applicable, as specified in C-1 

district Parking Space Requirements table. 

1. Exempt Zone Defined.  For purposes of this section, the “exempt zone” shall 

include all properties zoned C-1 within the following described areas: 

c. the east side of Lovett Street 

 

 

 

The Coiffeteria Salon has been operating as a hair salon at 610 Lovett since 1993.  The original 

owners/operators were Jon and Jennifer Clifford.  The building out of which the salon operates, 

is zoned R-3.   

 

A view of the front/side of the subject property from the parking lot. 
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Looking at the property from Lovett Street towards Reed Lake.  The view shows the shared 

parking lot with Hoffman Jeweler’s.  Visible, to the right side of the photo, is the Lovett Street 

side of the jewelry store.   

Zoning History 

The property is presently zoned R-3.  The property shares a parking lot with Hoffman Jewelers 

in the C-1 district.  

In 1980, a variance was granted to allow a dental office to operate on the first floor of the subject 

property.  In 1985, a variance was granted to allow an insurance agency to operate on the second 

floor.  The dentist vacated the first floor in 1991 and the insurance office vacated the property in 

1993.   

In November of 1993, the East Grand Rapids City Commission approved a variance to allow the 

first floor of the salon to operate as a commercial use (beauty salon).  The following were 

conditions of granting the variance: 

1. Upon the approval of the variance request for the first floor, the 1985 variance grant 

for the second floor of the property will terminate immediately. 

2. The existing wood sign located in the front yard of the parcel will be removed. 

3. Future signage will be limited to one unlit sign placed on the exterior of the building, 

and shall be constructed so as to confirm to Section 8.21 of Chapter 81 of the City 

Code as it relates to wall signs. 

4. Changes to exterior of the building are prohibited, with the exception of the changes 

set forth in the initial variance application. 

5. Parking requirements shall conform to the current City of East Grand Rapids parking 

ordinance. 
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6. The beauty salon shall be allowed only three chairs for business use. 

7. A total of eight (8) parking spaces shall be provided for the property located at 610 

Lovett SE, to be allocated as follows: 

(a) A total of six (6) parking spaces shall be provided for beauty salon use only; and 

(b) A total of two (2) parking spaces shall be provided for upper level property use 

only. 

The conditions were met and the variance was granted.   

Property Use History 

At some time during the Clifford’s ownership of the salon, they operated the salon using the 

three chairs on the first floor and also utilizing the second floor in different salon capacities.  At 

the time of the sale from the Clifford’s to the Applicant, the salon was using both floors for salon 

services.   

Applicant began operating the salon in 2006.  Since the time of Applicant’s ownership, the salon 

has offered various salon services on both floors, in continuation of the operation of the previous 

owner. 

Applicant Request 

The Applicant is respectfully requesting a change in zoning from R-3 to C-1 so that its zoning is 

not only compatible with the property’s long-standing operating history, but more importantly to 

be compatible with the adjacent properties in the C-1 district.   

While the subject property is zoned R-3, it actually lies within the C-1 commercial core “CC” 

district.  This can be seen in Map 4 (included above) of the Amendments to the Master Plan 

which was adopted November 6, 2006.   

When the Master Plan was amended in November of 2006, the Commercial Core district lines 

were drawn to include the subject property in the CC district which is all part of the C-1 district.  

In the City’s wisdom, it recognized that the subject property should be included and a part of the 

C-1 district.   

The salon shares its parking lot with Hoffman Jewelers. The parties have a parking agreement 

that runs with the land.  The C-1 parking required for a beauty parlor or barber shop is two 

spaces for each beauty or barbershop chair.  There are 22 available spaces between in the shared 

space with Hoffman Jewelers.  There are two additional on-street parking spaces available on 

Lovett.  The available parking is more than adequate for the salon purposes.  The salon operates 

with 6 chairs, requiring 12 spaces.  It should be noted that parking availability has not been an 

issue for the patrons of the salon or the jeweler.  See the parking space drawing as attachment 2. 

If the City grants the rezoning from R-3 to C-1, there must be a consideration of other potential 

future uses and the parking issues.  The subject property is approximately 1,400 of usable square 

feet, which will control other possible future C-1 uses.   
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If, for example, the subject property were to become a restaurant, the parking requirement would 

be 1 parking space for every 100 feet of usable floor area.  This may translate into the need for 

approximately 14 spaces for a restaurant use.  Note that this calculation does not take into 

consideration any space that would be needed for commercial refrigeration or a commercial 

kitchen and that would ultimately reduce the “usable space” for parking calculations.  

If the space were to become a health club or dance studio, there would be a need for 1 space for 

every 200 square feet of usable floor area, plus 1 space per employee.  This may translate into 

the need for approximately 7 spaces plus the number of spaces needed for the number of 

employees.   

If the space were to become a business office or professional service space, the requirements are 

1 space for every 330 square feet of usable space.  This may translate into the need for 

approximately 4 spaces for a professional office. 

A dentist or medical office requires 1 space for each 200 square feet of usable floor area.  This 

may translate into the need for approximately 7 spaces for a dentist or medical office space. 

The above scenarios are merely illustrative to show the parking requirements for different uses in 

the C-1 district.  None of the uses would require more parking than currently exists. 

It should be noted that pursuant to Article 9 of the EGR Zoning Ordinance, § 5.78(A)(1)(c), 

which is spelled out above, the location of the subject property  is exempted from the off street 

parking requirements.   

Based upon the City’s requirements for rezoning, which have all been met, and the City’s 

inclusion of the subject property in the CC district in its Master Plan, the applicant requests the 

City rezone the property from R-3 to C-1. 
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Memorandum 

 
TO:  East Grand Rapids Planning Commission 

     

FROM: Tom Faasse, Zoning Administrator 

DATE:   December 2, 2015 

 

RE:  Public Hearing – Rezoning – 610 Lovett Avenue, SE (Coiffeteria) 

  Currently R-3 Single Family with Use Variance, Requesting C-1 Commercial 

  PPN:  47-14-33-276-013 

 

ACTION REQUESTED: 
That the Planning Commission conducts a public hearing on this application for rezoning, and 

votes to recommend that the City Commission approve the rezoning.  

 

PROCEDURE FOR REZONING APPLICATIONS: 

A request for rezoning of property is, in essence, a request for a map amendment to the zoning 

ordinance. The procedure is found in Chapter 50, Article 13 of the East Grand Rapids Zoning 

Ordinance, which in turn refers to the requirements of the Michigan Zoning Enabling Act. The 

Planning Commission is required to hold a public hearing following notice to property owners 

and occupants within 300 feet. The purpose of the hearing is to receive public comment and then 

to provide a “report and summary of public hearing comments” to the City Commission, which 

has final authority to act on the request to rezone. The City Commission also conducts a public 

hearing because this is an ordinance amendment. The Planning Commission conducted an 

introductory review of this application at its regular meeting on November 10, 2015. No 

members of the public commented at that meeting.  Planning Commissioners responded 

favorably to the application at that time.  Most of the information that follows in this report was 

included in the previous staff memorandum and is repeated here for the sake of convenience. 

 

BACKGROUND: 

Attorney Catherine Jacobs represents Marielle Shuster (Marielle Shuster Protection Trust), the 

owner the real property at 610 Lovett Avenue, SE, in this request to rezone the property at that 

address from R-3 Single Family to C-1 Commercial. The legal description and survey of the 

subject property are attached. Shuster owns and operates a beauty salon, Coiffeteria, in the 

building there, which is a former two-family residence. The City Commission granted a use 

 

CITY OF 

EAST GRAND RAPIDS 
 

750 LAKESIDE DRIVE SE    EAST GRAND RAPIDS, MICHIGAN  49506 
 

THOMAS A. FAASSE 

ZONING ADMINISTRATOR 
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variance in 1980 to allow the ground floor to be used for a dentist’s office, and a variance in 

1985 to allow the second floor to be used for an insurance office. The dentist office use ended in 

1991, and the insurance office use ended in 1993.  In November 1993, then-owner Mike 

Hoffman applied for a use variance for a beauty salon to operate on the first floor only. This use 

variance was granted with seven conditions, including parking, signage, immediate termination 

of the second floor use variance, and a maximum of three chairs for the salon. The salon was 

under different ownership at that time, and according to the application, Shuster began operating 

the business in 2006, at which time the previous owner had already expanded the salon services 

to the second floor. City records show that the real estate was deeded from Hoffman to Shuster in 

2008.  The salon is currently operating with six chairs. 

 

ANALYSIS: 

 

Review of Guidelines  

Amendments to the text of the zoning ordinance or to the zoning map (as here) are governed by 

Chapter 50, Article 13, which lists four guidelines that “…shall be used by the Planning 

Commission, and may be used by the City Commission in consideration of amendments.”  

 

1. Whether or not the proposed rezoning is consistent with the goals, policies and future land use 

map of the City of East Grand Rapids Master Plan; or, if conditions have changed significantly 

since the Master Plan was adopted, consistency with recent development trends in the area.  The 

Gaslight Village Subarea Master Plan Amendment was adopted in 2006 on the heels of the 

approval of the Jade Pig PUD in late 2004.  It recommends that the area on the east side of 

Lovett north of Wealthy Street should be designated “…to promote…low intensity office and 

“boutique” retail uses…” but only “…if incorporated into structures that also contain residential 

uses….” The intention is that this area should serve as a transitional area between Gaslight 

Village and the areas that lie to the north and west, which are recommended for mixed-density 

and single-family residential uses, respectively. Although there is a small number of existing 

nonconforming multi-family properties along both sides of Lovett Avenue, that area today is 

trending toward single-family, including some new upscale single-family residences which have 

replaced demolished older homes. The City Commission recently denied a use variance 

application to build a new two family residence to replace a single family tear-down. It can be 

argued that not all of the permitted commercial uses, especially high-intensity uses, would be 

compatible with the vision that was recommended in the 2006 subarea plan, but it can also be 

argued that conditions have changed significantly since its adoption, implying that a re-

examination of the 2006 goals may be necessary. While it is true that these applicants are not 

applying to change the current use or site plan, a future owner would be entitled by right to use 

the property in any of the ways permitted in C-1 Commercial zoning. The application does not 

address this future compatibility issue. 

 

2. Whether the proposed district and the uses allowed are compatible with the site’s physical, 

geological, hydrological and other environmental features. The potential uses allowed in the 

proposed zoning district shall also be compatible with surrounding uses in terms of land 

suitability, impacts on the community, density, potential influence on property values and traffic 

impacts. There is nothing in the physical makeup of this site which would prevent it from being 

used for commercial uses, but the second sentence of this guideline is more broad in its sweep. In 
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its present use and configuration, there is no history of incompatibility with neighboring uses. 

Again, not all commercial uses would be suitable in this location. Commercial buildings and 

parking areas, even adjacent to a residential zone, do not require the same setbacks as are 

required for homes. However, a thorough Site Plan Review would be required for any new 

commercial building or any change of use, and in this process, compatibility and appropriate 

screening would be addressed. 

 

3. Whether, if rezoned, the site is capable of accommodating the uses allowed, considering 

existing or planned infrastructure including streets, sanitary sewers, storm sewer, water, 

sidewalks, and street lighting. This guideline also overlaps, somewhat, with the two above. The 

infrastructure at this location is capable of accommodating all permitted commercial uses. 

 

4. Other factors deemed appropriate by the Planning Commission or City Commission. 

 

Other Factors: 

A reciprocal easement agreement dated April, 2008, is attached. The agreement is between 

Michael S. Hoffman and Marielle Shuster as owners of the adjacent real property at 2135 

Wealthy and 610 Lovett, respectively, regarding parking, ingress and egress to the sites.                                               

This agreement replaces previous similar agreements between the adjacent owners that date back 

to at least 1982, when Mutual Home Savings and Loan occupied the Hoffman site. 

 

Article 9 of the Zoning Ordinance regulates off-street parking requirements for all types of uses. 

A beauty parlor or barber shop requires two spaces for each chair in the shop, so 12 spaces 

would be required for this use. There are 22 spaces currently shared by the jewelry store and the 

salon. On the other hand, Section 5.78 exempts permitted C-1 uses on “the east side of Lovett 

Street” from the otherwise-applicable parking requirements whole stating that existing parking 

shall not be reduced without Planning Commission approval according to certain guidelines.  

Since the salon was a recognized commercial use in that area at the time that this exemption was 

adopted, one could reasonably conclude that the intent of the ordinance was to include this 

property as part of the exempt zone. 

 

The applicant was aware of the option to re-apply for the use ordinance in order to acknowledge 

the changed conditions, but sees the rezoning application as the better choice. One drawback of 

the variance option is that, although a variance “runs with the land”, any future change (for 

example, the addition of another chair or a change in signage) would always require a new 

variance application. A rezoning broadens the owner’s options considerably. 

 

 
























































