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ANALYSIS  APPLICATION  5619 Date:  June 7, 2010 
 
 
The applicant is requesting a Sign Variance to allow a total of four wall signs for a single 
tenant in a multi-tenant commercial site in a B-2, Buffer Business District; the Zoning 
Ordinance allows one wall sign per tenant in a multi-tenant commercial site in a B-2, 
Buffer Business District. 
 
The applicant has recently assumed the property through FDIC seizure and would like to 
replace existing signage, while adding one additional wall sign for complete coverage for 
all elevations of the building.  The applicant states that the recent seizure of the old bank 
has confused many customers, and the removal of the existing signage without 
replacements would only complicate matters, as it would indicate that the bank no longer 
exists.  The applicant further states that the mere size of the building makes it more 
visible to passing motorists; thus, the additional signage is necessary for identification. 
 
The Zoning Ordinance states that no variance shall be granted where economics are the 
basis for the application.  Furthermore, the applicant must present 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 purpose of the Sign Regulation Provisions is to promote the economic well-being of 
the entire Mobile community by creating a favorable physical image, to afford the 
business community an equal and fair opportunity to advertise and promote products and 
services, and to protect the right of the citizens to enjoy Mobile’s natural scenic beauty. 
 
The subject site is a multi-tenant site with three street frontages.  Section 64-11.8.c.3 of 
the Zoning Ordinance allows each tenant to have one wall sign per street frontage that it 
faces.  Therefore, the applicant is allowed three walls signs total, one for each street 
frontage. 
 
It should be noted that the subject site is relatively new (1966), and the existing signage, 
while non-conforming, was never permitted and cannot provide justification for the 
applicant’s request.  It should be further noted that other businesses, for which photos 
were submitted as examples of excessive signage, have long been “grandfathered” as 
they were permitted prior to the adoption of the sign ordinance (1992).  Those also may 
not be used as justification.  The applicant also suggested that the size of the building 
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warranted additional signage so that passing motorists could easily identify the site; 
however, the large size of the building in and of itself creates additional visibility that 
does not justify the need for additional signage. 
 
The applicant failed to illustrate that a literal enforcement of the Ordinance would result 
in an unnecessary hardship.  The applicant is simply asking for two additional signs that 
wouldn’t otherwise be approved. 
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RECOMMENDATION 5619 Date:  June 7, 2010 
 
 
Based on the preceding, it is recommended that this application be denied. 
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