
 
 

 
 
 
 
A meeting of the City of La Porte Board of Zoning Appeals (“BZA”), was held at City Hall on Tuesday, 
April 14, 2026 at the hour of 6:29 PM, (“local time”), pursuant to notice duly given in accordance with 
the rules of the Commission and the Indiana Open Door Law. 
 
ITEM 1.  Call Meeting to Order 
 
The meeting was called to order by Chair Brian Kajer at 6:29 PM. 
 
ITEM 2.  Pledge of Allegiance 
 
ITEM 3.  Roll Call & Determination of Quorum 
 
On a call of the roll, the members of the BZA were shown to be present or absent as follows: 
 
Members Present: Members Absent: Staff Present: 
   
Chair, Brian Kajer Mark Danielson Mark Worthley, BZA Attorney 
Vice Chair, Nate Loucks  Craig Phillips, CDP Director 
Vickie Gushrowski  David Heinold, City Planner 
Pete Saunders  Josette Schoof, Eng. Coordinator 
   

 
 
ITEM 4.  Approval of Minutes: March 10, 2026 Meeting Minutes 
 
Chair Brian Kajer called for any changes or corrections to the March 10, 2026 Meeting Minutes.  There 
being no changes or corrections to the meeting minutes, Vickie Gushrowski made a motion to approve 
the March 10, 2026 Meeting Minutes and the motion was seconded by Nate Loucks. The motion 
passed 4-0.   
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APPLICANT 

 
PROPERTY OWNER 

Name – Kelly Legacy, LLC 
 
PREMISES AFFECTED 

  Parcel Number - 46-06-35-436-011.000-043 

  Actual/approximate address or location from major streets – 505 Lincolnway, Suite B 
Total Acreage –  Flood Zone on Site? - No 

Zoning of  
Subject Property – CBD1 

Use of Subject Property – Fitness studio/event space 

Zoning of 
Adjacent 
Properties 

North: CBD1 South: CBD1 East: CBD1 West: CBD1 

Land Use 
of Adjacent 
Properties 

North: Restaurant 
 

 
South: Retail Store/ 

Office 
 

 
East: Restaurant 

 
West: Retail Store 

 
SUMMARY:  The petitioner proposes to allow a massage therapy establishment in a suite within the 
existing building located at 505 Lincolnway as part of the variance request.   

HISTORY OF SITE:  Per the site aerial image, the proposed massage therapy establishment is located 
within a building in Downtown La Porte.  Currently, the building is occupied by Go Aerial Fitness 
studio and the petitioner proposes to operate the massage therapy studio in a suite within the same 
building.   

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED USE VARIANCE:   
The petitioner is requesting a use variance to allow a massage therapy establishment.    

 
 

ITEM 5.  Use Variance # 26-01 Petition 
 to Allow Massage Therapy Establishment 

 Type of Request: Use Variance 

Staff Report: David Heinold 

Name – Ashley Williams 
 



STATEMENT OF COMPLIANCE:  Section 8.02 Uses sets forth use and development requirements 
for the CBD1 Central Business District.  The proposed use for a massage establishment is not permitted 
in the district, which requires the approval of a Use Variance as specified in Section 28.11 of the 2017 
City of La Porte Revised Joint Zoning Ordinance.   

SITE REVIEW FINDINGS:   Site review is not required for this type of variance petition.    

DECISION CRITERIA:   

(1) The approval will not be injurious to the public health, safety, morals, and general welfare 
of the community; 
The approval to allow a massage therapy studio within the same building as a fitness studio will not be 
injurious to the public health, safety, morals, and general welfare of the community because the 
proposed massage establishment is similar to health and fitness uses in the surrounding area.  The 
proposed use is complementary to the health and fitness studio within the same building located in 
Downtown La Porte.   

(2) The use and value of the area adjacent to the property will not be affected in a substantially 
adverse manner; and 
The use and value of the area adjacent to the property will not be affected in a substantially adverse 
manner because the proposed use for a massage therapy establishment is similar to existing health and 
fitness uses in the surrounding area.   

(3)    The need for the variance arises from some condition peculiar to the property involved; 
The need for the use variance arises from the condition peculiar to the property involved  because the 
massage therapy establishment is complementary to the health and fitness studio within the same 
building located in Downtown La Porte.    

(4)    The strict application of the terms of the zoning ordinance will constitute an unnecessary 
hardship if applied to the property for which the variance is sought.  
The strict application of the terms of the zoning ordinance will constitute an unnecessary hardship if 
applied to the property for which the variance is sought to allow a massage therapy establishment 
because there are other similar health and fitness related uses in the surrounding area.   

(5)    The approval does not interfere substantially with the Comprehensive Land Development 
Plan.   
The approval to allow a massage therapy studio does not interfere substantially with the Comprehensive 
Land Development Plan because there are other similar health and fitness related uses within the 
surrounding area.    

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:   
Staff finds that approval of the use variance petition to allow a massage establishment in a suite within 
the existing building is appropriate for the surrounding area and Downtown La Porte.  Staff recommends 
approval of Use Variance Petition #26-01 to allow a massage establishment. 

 
Submitted to the Board of Zoning Appeals April 2nd, 2026. 

 
 
 



Applicant Presentation 
Ashley Williams (505 Lincolnway) mentioned the use variance she is requesting is to allow a massage 
therapy establishment in the Go Aerial Fitness building of the Business District. Ashley Williams stated 
she has been a nationally board-certified massage therapist since 2004 and Indiana state licensed 
since 2019. Ashley Williams mentioned that she recently discovered massage therapy was not 
permitted in the current zoning district.  
 
Public Comment 
Chair Brian Kajer opened the meeting to public comment and called for public comments. There being 
no public comment for or against the use variance, Chair Brian Kajer closed the meeting to public 
comment.  
 
Staff Presentation 
David Heinold explained the request was for a use variance because massage therapy establishments 
are not permitted in the downtown zoning district. Staff found the proposed use compatible with 
surrounding health and fitness-related businesses and recommended approval. 
 
Board Discussion/Action 
Brian Kajer called for a motion. Vickie Gushrowski made a motion to approve Use Variance #26-01 
Petition to Allow Massage Therapy Establishment. The motion was seconded by Nate Loucks. A 
roll call vote was taken. The motion passed 4-0. 
 

Yes   Brian Kajer     Yea       Pete Saunders Yes    Nate Loucks 
 
Yes   Vickie Gushrowski Absent  Mark Danielson       
 

Use Variance #26-01 Petition – Approved 4-0 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 
 
APPLICANT 

 
PROPERTY OWNER 

Name – Great Development LLC (Greg Engstrom) 
 
PREMISES AFFECTED 

Parcel Number - 46-11-06-101-003.000-058 
  

    Actual/approximate address or location from major streets – 2435 Monroe Street 
Total Acreage – 4.50 acres Flood Zone on Site? - No 

Zoning of  
Subject Property – B1 

Use of Subject Property – Existing Retail 

Zoning of 
Adjacent 
Properties 

North: R3A South: B1/R1C East: B1 West: B1 

Land Use 
of Adjacent 
Properties 

North: Townhouse 
Residential 

 

 
South: Church/ 
Single Family 

Dwellings 
 

 
East: Event Center/ 

Medical Offices 
 

West: Retail Store/ 
Carry Out Restaurant 

 

 
SUMMARY:  The petitioner proposes to allow individual tenant sign cabinets to be placed above the 
roof line of the existing building and to allow conversion of a portion of the existing nonconforming 
sign to an electronic message center on the existing pylon sign.  The variance of development standards 
request is to Allow Individual Tenant Sign Cabinets to be placed above the roof line; and Allow 
conversion of an existing nonconforming sign to an electronic message center on the existing pylon sign. 

HISTORY OF SITE:  Per the site aerial image, the parcel is 4.50 acres and is currently zoned B1 
(Neighborhood Commercial District).  The property has been and is currently used as a retail building.    

 
 
 
 
 

ITEM 6.  Variance of Development Standards #26-04 Petition 
 to Allow Individual Tenant Sign Cabinets to be placed above the  
 roof line; and Allow conversion of an existing nonconforming sign  
 to an electronic message center on the existing pylon sign 

 Type of Request: Variance of Development Standards 

Staff Report: David Heinold 

Name –  Steindler Signs (Tom Steindler) 
 



 

 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED VARIANCE OF DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS:   
The variance of development standards request is to Allow Individual Tenant Sign Cabinets to be placed 
above the roof line; and Allow conversion of an existing nonconforming sign to an electronic message 
center on the existing pylon sign.   

STATEMENT OF COMPLIANCE:  Article 19 sets forth requirements for type and size of signage in 
zoning districts.  Section 19.05 (n) states that signs erected above the roof line of a building are 
prohibited.   In addition, Table 19.04 within Section 19.04 (a) requires that wall signs must not exceed 
the height of a building, be a maximum of 10 percent of wall up to a maximum of 100 square feet, and 
contain no more than 1 per façade facing a street or public right of way.  Section 19.04 (a) (11) also 
requires certain criteria for the depth of wall signs and allowable sign area corresponding to how far the 
building is from the public right of way.  Section 19.06 (5) (g) states that electronic changeable message 
signs may not be added to a nonconforming sign.  In addition, Section 19.06 (d) (5) shall be met for an 
electronic changeable message sign if allowed on the existing pylon sign.    

SITE REVIEW FINDINGS:  Site review was not required for the type of variance request.    

DECISION CRITERIA:   

(1) The approval will not be injurious to the public health, safety, morals, and general welfare 
of the community; 
 The proposed sign above roof line over the entryway to the building will be injurious to the public 
health, safety, morals, and general welfare of the community.  The proposed roof signs are not 
compatible with the existing signage on surrounding properties along Monroe Street in the B1 
Neighborhood Commercial District.  The addition of an approximately 15 square foot electronic 
message center to the existing pylon sign cabinet is not appropriate for the subject property because it is 
located on a major transportation route in the community and adjacent to residential uses on the south 
side of Monroe Street.  The proposed conversion of a portion of the existing pylon sign to an electronic 
message center is not compatible with the existing signage for surrounding properties along Monroe 
Street.   
 
(2) The use and value of the area adjacent to the property will not be affected in a substantially 
adverse manner; and 
The use and value of the area adjacent to the property will be affected in a substantially adverse manner 
because the proposed roof signs are not compatible with the existing signage for businesses along 
Monroe Street within the B1 Neighborhood Commercial District.  The addition of an approximately 15 
square foot electronic message center to the existing pylon sign cabinet is not appropriate for the subject 
property because it is located on a major transportation route in the community and adjacent to 
residential uses on the south side of Monroe Street.  The proposed conversion of a portion of the existing 
pylon sign to an electronic message center is not compatible with the existing signage for surrounding 
properties along Monroe Street.   

 
 



 
(3)    The strict application of the terms of the zoning ordinance will result in practical difficulties 
in the use of the property. 
The strict application of the terms of the zoning ordinance to prohibit signs above the roof line of the 
building will not result in practical difficulties because the roof signs will be located on architectural 
features that were recently added on the roof structure and are not compatible with the existing signage 
for businesses along Monroe Street within the B1 Neighborhood Commercial District.   

The addition of an approximately 15 square foot electronic message center to the existing pylon sign 
cabinet is not appropriate for the subject property because it is located on a major transportation route in 
the community and adjacent to residential uses on the south side of Monroe Street.  Currently, the 
petitioner has opportunities to install appropriate advertising on the interrupted wall plane of the 
building for businesses without the need for the variance request that meets the 2017 City of La Porte 
Revised Joint Zoning Ordinance.   

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:   
Staff finds that the requested variance petition does not conform to the goals and policies of the 
Countywide Land Development Plan.  The petitioner’s request to allow individual tenant sign cabinets 
to be placed above the roof line; and allow conversion of an existing nonconforming sign to an 
electronic message center on the existing pylon sign is not compatible with the existing signage for 
businesses along Monroe Street within the B1 Neighborhood Commercial District.  Staff recommends 
denial of the petitioner’s request to allow Variance of Development Standards Petition #26-04.   

Submitted to the Board of Zoning Appeals April 2nd, 2026. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Applicant Presentation 
Tom Steindler of Steindler Signs and Graphics spoke on behalf of Engstrom’s Furniture and Pawn 
Shop. Tom Steindler mentioned he is requesting a variance to allow tenant panel signs to be placed 
above the roof line and to allow one double-faced electronic message center to be retro fitted to the 
bottom of an existing pylon sign. Tom Steindler mentioned the signs will be secured to existing dormers 
and to the front of the building façade. Tom Steindler stated there will be nine signs, one for each 
tenant space. The double-faced electronic message center will be restructured without any changes to 
the existing dimensions. Tom Steindler mentioned the double-faced electronic message center will 
serve as public information including time/temperature, service announcements such as Amber alerts, 
and silver alerts, noting the sign will be set up for automatic dimming for nighttime visibility.  
 
Public Comment 
Chair Brian Kajer opened the meeting to public comment and called for public comments. There being 
no public comment for or against the variance, Chair Brian Kajer closed the meeting to public comment.  
 
Staff Presentation 
David Heinold mentioned that roof signs are prohibited by ordinance. David Heinold also mentioned 
that electronic message centers are not permitted on non-conforming pylon signs, noting that the 
proposed roof signs and electronic message center were not compatible with Monroe Steet Aesthetics. 
Staff recommended denial of the petition.  
 
Board Discussion/Action 
Vickie Gusrowski asked if there were safety issues with signs that sit on the roof line. 
 
David Heinold stated not to his knowledge, but it is more like an aesthetic purpose.  
 
Vickie Gushrowski asked what the difference is between the proposed electronic sign and all the 
electronic signs that were previously allowed.  
 
David Heinold stated that the proposed signs will be a lot smaller, making it harder to read the signs.  
 
Tom Steindler mentioned that the roof signs were designed as such because some tenant spaces 
lacked adequate wall space for traditional signage placement. 
 
Brian Kajer called for a motion. Vickie Gushrowski made a motion to deny Petition Variance of 
Development Standards #26-04 to Allow Individual Tenant Sign Cabinets to be placed above the 
roof line; but approved Petition Variance of Development Standards #26-04 to Allow conversion 
of an existing nonconforming sign to an electronic message center on the existing pylon sign. 
The motion was seconded by Nate Loucks. A roll call vote was taken. The motion passed 4-0. 
 

Yes   Brian Kajer     Yea       Pete Saunders Yes    Nate Loucks 
 
Yes   Vickie Gushrowski Absent  Mark Danielson       
 

Variance of Development Standards #26-04 Petition to Allow Individual Tenant Sign 
Cabinets to be placed above the roof line – Denied 4-0 
 
Variance of Development Standards #26-04 to Allow conversion of an existing 
nonconforming sign to an electronic message center on the existing pylon sign – 
Approved 4-0 
 
 



 

 
 
 
APPLICANT 

 
PROPERTY OWNER 

Name – same 
 
PREMISES AFFECTED 

Parcel Number - 46-06-36-138-015.000-043 
  

    Actual/approximate address or location from major streets – 411 Grove Street 
Total Acreage – 0.13 acre Flood Zone on Site? - No 

Zoning of  
Subject Property – R1D 

Use of Subject Property – Single Family Dwelling 

Zoning of 
Adjacent 
Properties 

North: R1D South: R1D East: R1D West: R1D 

Land Use 
of Adjacent 
Properties 

North: Single  
Family Dwelling 

 

 
South: Single 

Family Dwelling 
 

 
East: Single  

Family Dwelling 

West: Single Family  
Dwelling 

 
SUMMARY:  The petitioner proposes to allow construction of a 26 foot by 36 foot detached garage in 
addition to the existing 10 foot by 12 foot garden shed on the subject property.  The variance of 
development standards request is to allow 1,056 square feet of maximum accessory building area.   

HISTORY OF SITE:  Per the site aerial image, the parcel is 0.13 acre and is currently zoned R1D 
(Single Family Residential District).  Historically, the property has been used as a single family dwelling 
and detached garage.   

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED VARIANCE OF DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS:   
The petitioner is requesting a variance of development standards to allow 1,056 square feet of maximum 
accessory building area.   

STATEMENT OF COMPLIANCE:   Section 7.04 Building Dimensional Requirements shall be met 
for the subject property.    

ITEM 7.  Variance of Development Standards #26-05 Petition 
 to Exceed Maximum Accessory Building Area – Requesting 1,056  
 Square Feet 
  Type of Request: Variance of Development Standards 

Staff Report: David Heinold 

Name –  Kevin Watts 
 



SITE REVIEW FINDINGS:  Site review is not required for the type of variance petition.   

DECISION CRITERIA:   

(1) The approval will not be injurious to the public health, safety, morals, and general welfare 
of the community; 
The proposed accessory building size will not be injurious to the public health, safety, morals, and 
general welfare of the community because there are similar accessory buildings on residential lots in the 
surrounding area.  The existing accessory building sizes in the surrounding area range from 634 square 
feet to 1,380 square feet on similar size lots to the subject property.   

 
(2) The use and value of the area adjacent to the property will not be affected in a substantially 
adverse manner; and 
The use and value of the area adjacent to the property will not be affected in a substantially adverse 
manner with the construction of a 26 foot by 36 foot detached garage for personal use.  The proposed 
26 foot by 36 foot detached garage will not negatively impact the use and value of the area adjacent to 
the property because the accessory building will be used for personal storage.   
 
(3)    The strict application of the terms of the zoning ordinance will result in practical difficulties 
in the use of the property.  
The strict application of the terms of the zoning ordinance to limit the size of the accessory building to 
721 square feet on a 0.13 acre residential parcel with a 1,122 square foot house will constitute practical 
difficulty in the use of the property for personal storage.  The proposed size for the detached accessory 
building will be less than the building footprint of the existing house.   

  

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:   
Staff finds that the proposed accessory building size is comparable to buildings on similar properties in 
the surrounding area.  The proposed building size is less than the size of the existing single family 
dwelling on the subject property.  Staff recommends approval of Variance of Development Standards 
Petition #26-05.    

Submitted to the Board of Zoning Appeals April 2nd, 2026. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Applicant Presentation 
Kevin Watts of 411 Grove Street stated he is requesting a variance to exceed the maximum accessory 
building area for construction of a 26’ x 36’ detached garage so he can store cars. 
 
Public Comment 
Chair Brian Kajer opened the meeting to public comment and called for public comments. There being 
no public comment for or against the variance, Chair Brian Kajer closed the meeting to public comment.  
 
Staff Presentation 
David Heinold mentioned the following: 

• The proposed garage would replace an existing garage  
• Similar-sized accessory structures exist nearby  
• The garage would remain smaller than the footprint of the home  

Staff recommended approval. 

Board Discussion/Action 
Brian Kajer called for a motion. Nate Loucks made a motion to approve Variance of Developments 
Standards #26-05 Petition to Exceed Maximum Accessory Building Area – Requesting 1,056 
square feet. The motion was seconded by Pete Saunders. A roll call vote was taken. The motion 
passed 4-0. 
 

Yes   Brian Kajer     Yea       Pete Saunders Yes    Nate Loucks 
 
Yes   Vickie Gushrowski Absent  Mark Danielson       
 

Variance of Development Standards #26-05 Petition – Approved 4-0 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ITEM 8.  Old Business 
 
There was no old business.   
 
ITEM 9.  New Business 
 
There was no new business 
 
ITEM 10. Other Business 
 
There was no other business 
 
ITEM 11. Adjournment 
 
Vickie Gushrowski made a motion to adjourn, and the motion was seconded by Nate Loucks. The 
motion to adjourn passed 4-0.  The meeting was adjourned at 6:58 pm.   
 
 
__________________________________  _______________________________ 
Brian Kajer, Chair      Josette Schoof, Secretary 


