
 

 

AGENDA FOR REGULAR MEETING 
VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
March 24, 2016 – 7:30 P.M. 

Council Chambers 
Village Hall – 16250 S. Oak Park Avenue 

 
  
 
Meeting Called to Order 

Pledge of Allegiance 

Roll Call Taken 

Approval of Minutes – January 28, 2016 Regular Meeting 

 
Public Hearing #1: ANTHONY AND JILL DANCA – 16412 IRONWOOD DRIVE – VARIATIONS 

FROM THE REQUIRED SIDE YARD SETBACK AND FROM THE 
ALLOWABLE EAVE/GUTTER ENCROACHMENT – ADDITION 

 
Consider recommending that the Village Board grant two variations to the Petitioners that 
would allow for the construction of a proposed addition, including: 
 
1. A three foot (3’) side yard setback Variation from Section V. Schedule II 

(Schedule of District Requirements) where the side yard setback requirement is 
eight feet (8’); and 

 
2. A one foot, eight inch (1’8”) Variation from the allowable eave/gutter 

encroachment in Section III.H. (Permitted Encroachments in Required Yards) 
where three feet (3’) is the maximum encroachment permitted for eaves/gutters 
into the required side yard setback.  

 
These Variations would allow the Petitioners to construct the proposed one-story addition 
to the existing home at a five foot (5’) setback from the north side property line and 
would allow the proposed eaves/gutters to be three feet, four inches (3’4”) from the north 
side property line on the north side of the property at 16412 Ironwood Drive in the R-3 
Single-Family Residential Zoning District and within the Tanbark subdivision. 

 
Close Public Hearing #1 

 
 
Public Hearing #2: MICHAEL LAWTON – 17710 65TH COURT – VARIATION FROM THE 

REQUIRED SETBACK FOR AN ACCESSORY STRUCTURE – ABOVE-
GROUND POOL 

 
Consider recommending that the Village Board grant a one foot, seven inch (1’7”) 
Variation from Section III.I.1.f. (Accessory Structures and Uses) where no part of an 
accessory structure shall be located closer than five feet (5’) to the rear lot line or to those 
portions of the side lot lines abutting such required rear yard.  
 
This Variation would allow the Petitioner to replace an above-ground pool with a new 
above-ground pool at the same location (a setback of three feet, five inches (3’5”)) at 
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17710 65th Court in the R-4 (Single-Family Residential) Zoning District and within 
Whitney and Bishop’s Subdivision. 

 
Close Public Hearing #2 

 

Good of the Order 

Adjournment 
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ORDER OF PUBLIC HEARING 
 

A. Opening of Public Hearing 

B. Swearing in Petitioner, Objectors, and Interested Persons 

C. Confirmation of notices being published and mailed in accordance with State law and Village Code/Zoning Ordinance 
requirements 

D. Petitioner Presentation 

i. Cross Examination 

ii. Questions by Public Body 

E. Objectors Presentation(s)  

i. Cross Examination  

ii. Questions by Public Body 

F. Interested Persons Presentation(s)  

i. Cross Examination  

ii. Questions by Public Body 

iii. Rebuttal 

G. Petitioner Rebuttal (if any) 

H. Village Staff Presentation  

i. Cross Examination  

ii. Questions by Public Body 

iii. Rebuttal 

I. Final questions by Public Body 

J. Closing remarks by Petitioner, Objectors, Interested Persons, and Village Staff 

K. Close or continuation of Public Hearing 

 
 
 
PUBLIC HEARING REMINDERS 
 

• All public hearings of a Public Body are meetings as defined by the Illinois Open Meetings Act (5 ILCS 120/1 et seq.). 

• Prior to the commencement of the public hearing, the Chair will determine whether there are any Objectors or other 
Interested Persons and if an attorney represents any Objector, group of Objectors or Interested Persons. 

• All individuals desiring to participate in the public hearing process shall sign in/register with Village staff prior to the public 
hearing.  

• All individuals desiring to participate in the public hearing process must participate in a swearing of an oath.  

• The Chair may impose reasonable limitations on evidence or testimony presented by persons and parties, such as barring 
repetitious, irrelevant or immaterial testimony. 

• The Chair may take such actions as are required to maintain an orderly and civil hearing. 
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   Minutes of the Village of Tinley Park Zoning Board of Appeals 
   January 28, 2016 

 
MINUTES OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK,  
COOK AND WILL COUNTIES, ILLINOIS 
 
JANUARY 28, 2016 

 

The regular meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals was held in the Council Chambers of Village Hall on 
January 28, 2016  at 7:30 p.m. 

ROLL CALL 

Present and responding to roll call were the following:  

 Zoning Board Chairman:  Chris Verstrate 

 Zoning Board Members:  Ed Barta 
Paul Lechner 
Bob Paszczyk 

      David Samuelson 
     Steve Sepessy 

  
Absent Zoning Board Members:  Sam Cardella 

 
 
Village Officials and Staff:  Amy Connolly, Planning Director 

Stephanie Kisler, Planner 
Tom Melody, Village Attorney  

     Debra Kotas, Commission Secretary 
  

CALL TO ORDER 
 
ZONING BOARD CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE called the meeting to order at 7:31 p.m. The Pledge of 
Allegiance was recited. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
Minutes of the December 10, 2015 meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals were presented for approval. A 
motion was made by ZONING BOARD MEMBER LECHNER seconded by ZONING BOARD MEMBER 
PASZCZYK to approve the Minutes as presented. 
 
THE MOTION WAS APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY by voice vote. ZONING BOARD CHAIRMAN 
VERSTRATE declared the motion approved.  
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TO:   VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
 
FROM:  VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
SUBJECT: MINUTES OF THE JANUARY 28, 2016 MEETING 
 
RE: PUBLIC HEARING #1 

INTERNATIONAL KIA – 8301 159TH STREET – VARIATION FROM THE 
MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE SIGN HEIGHT FOR A FREESTANDING SIGN 

 
Consider recommending that the Village Board grant a four foot, one and one-fourth inch (4’1 
¼”) variation from Section IX.D.4.a.(2) where the maximum allowable sign height for is ten 
feet (10’). This would allow the Petitioners, Brittany Bowen and Tabitha Bowen of All-Right 
Sign, Inc. on behalf of Pattison Sign Group and International Kia, to construct a freestanding 
sign with a maximum height of fourteen feet, one and one-fourth inches (14’ 1 ¼”) at the north 
(159th Street) side of the property at 8301 159th Street in the B-5 (Automotive Service) Zoning 
District and within the Gray Properties 159th Street Commercial Subdivision.  

 

Present were the following:  

 Zoning Board Chairman:  Chris Verstrate 

 Zoning Board Members:  Ed Barta 
Paul Lechner 
Bob Paszczyk 

      David Samuelson 
     Steve Sepessy 

  
Absent Zoning Board Members:  Sam Cardella 

 
Village Officials and Staff:  Amy Connolly, Planning Director 

Stephanie Kisler, Planner 
Tom Melody, Village Attorney  

     Debra Kotas, Commission Secretary 
   

Guest(s):    Tabitha Bowen 
     Erin Livingston  

 
      
A motion was made by BOARD MEMBER SEPESSY, seconded by BOARD MEMBER LECHNER to open 
the Public Hearing at 7:32 p.m. THE MOTION WAS APPROVED by voice call. ZONING BOARD OF 
APPEALS CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE declared the Motion approved. Village Staff provided confirmation that 
appropriate notice regarding the public hearing was published in the local newspaper in accordance with State 
law and Village requirements.  
 
ZONING BOARD CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE requested the Petitioner(s) and anyone present who wished to 
give testimony, comment, engage in cross-examination or ask questions during the Hearing stand and be sworn 
in. He reviewed the Public Hearing process. He explained the Petitioner(s) will be allowed to present evidence 
in support of the variation request. He stated they have already provided the written Findings of Fact to support 
the variance request and it will be their obligation to provide a burden of proof with facts and evidence to 
support the Findings that this Board requires before a variance can be granted. He explained the Village Staff 
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will present their report with any objectors or interested parties being allowed to question both the Petitioner and 
Village Staff. He stated the Zoning Board will then deliberate and vote on the petition.  
 
TABITHA BOWEN and ERIN LIVINGSTON of All-Right Sign Inc. retained by Pattison Group, presented a 
request for a variation in order to construct a freestanding sign for International Kia located at 8301 159th Street, 
site of the previous Mini Cooper of Tinley Park. MS. BOWEN showed a photograph of the existing monument 
sign that is fifteen feet (15’) high which has a temporary banner until the new corporate logo is approved. She 
reported the proposed sign is slightly less at a proposed height of 14’ 1¼” which is 4’ 1¼” over the maximum 
allowable sign height of 10’. She noted the proposed sign is an improvement from what currently exists and is 
visually pleasing.  
 
While preparing their Findings of Fact, MS. BOWEN reported there would be a hardship with having a 10’ sign 
since it would not attract the public to their location/entrance. She reported the sign heights of surrounding 
dealerships are between 15-18’ and reducing the sign to only 10’ would decrease the visibility of the dealership. 
She added the proposed sign would fit aesthetically within the auto service zoning on that road. She stated there 
should be no public safety concerns since the sign will be properly engineered and installed by licensed and 
bonded contractors and the sign itself will not contain any moving or color displays. She explained due to the 
property setback and placement of the sign, there are no driveway line-of-sight concerns. It is their opinion that 
there will be no negative impact to the community or neighboring properties since Kia is a well-known retailer 
that would attract more shoppers to the area and the upgraded sign will add value to the property. 
 
BOARD MEMBER BARTA stated he believes consumers are mostly happy with an automobile’s performance, 
good customer service, and that they are receiving a good monetary value for a car and are not concerned with 
the height of a particular dealership’s sign. He believes a 10’ sign would be sufficient. 
 
MS. LIVINGSTON concurred that good service is important but expressed concerns that a smaller sign may not 
get the dealership noticed. She reiterated the intent of the taller sign is to remain competitive with the 
surrounding dealerships on that street, many of whom have signs taller than 10’.  
 
BOARD MEMBER SEPESSY inquired if the current banner sign is lighted and if the proposed sign would also 
be lit. MS. BOWEN AND MS. LIVINGSTON reported the current temporary banner is not lit; however, the 
proposed sign would provide adequate lighting at night.  
 
CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE inquired about the width of the proposed sign. MS. LIVINGSTON reported the 
current sign is four feet (4’) wide and the proposed sign is eight feet (8’) in width, which is within what is 
allowed in the Village’s Zoning Ordinance.  
 
BOARD MEMBER PASZCZYK requested confirmation that the sign would have constant backlighting with no 
flashing. He inquired regarding the Petitioner’s stated need for corporate branding. MS. BOWEN explained how 
a reduction in the height of the sign to 10’ would result in a smaller Kia logo on the sign. In order to keep with 
their corporate marketing strategy, she elaborated that a larger logo was needed for that lot size.  
 
BOARD MEMBER SAMUELSON inquired if any of the auto dealerships in the surrounding area had a sign 
height of 10’ or less. STEPHANIE KISLER, Planner, reported the majority of auto dealerships located in Tinley 
Park have sign heights of 10’ or greater. She clarified that research into signs that conformed to the code was not 
completed as part of this variance review but can be included in future reviews. She reported that the Orland 
Park sign regulations allow car dealerships signs up to 18’ tall.  
 
BOARD MEMBER SAMUELSON requested clarification regarding the proposed text amendments to the sign 
regulations. MS. KISLER reported the maximum sign height will remain at 10’ according to the proposed text 
amendments to the sign regulations.  
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BOARD MEMBER SAMUELSON further commented he believes there is no negative impact on neighboring 
properties or any public safety issues. He stated the conditions upon which the request is based are generally 
applicable to other properties in the area with a consistency in signage adding there is a built-in hardship on 
159th Street. He added the proposed sign is actually smaller in height than the existing sign.  
 
BOARD MEMBER LECHNER stated he reviewed all the material and has no questions.  
 
There being no further questions from Board Members, objectors or other interested parties, MS. KISLER 
presented the Staff report regarding the Petitioner’s request for a 4’,1-¼” variation where the maximum 
allowable sign height is 10’ to construct a freestanding sign with a maximum height of 14’, 1-¼”. She showed a 
rendering of the proposed sign noting its taller top with the Kia logo and wider silver base. She explained the 
sign’s location is not on the property line and is set back farther than most signs, thus resulting in no safety 
concerns regarding visibility. Using photographs of both the existing sign and proposed sign, she noted the 
proposed sign will be lower than the existing 15’ previous Mini Cooper sign that was granted a variance for 
height in 2014. She reported that façade improvements for the building are planned that will match the branding 
of the proposed sign.  
 
MS. KISLER provided a summary of the proposed text amendments to the sign regulations that will be 
presented to the Village Board within the next month. She offered a comparison of how the proposed sign would 
be regulated with the proposed changes to the sign regulations. She stated the proposed regulations would allow 
for up to sixty square feet (60 sf) of signage allowed, with this proposed sign at less than forty square feet (40 
sf), thus being well within the proposed sign regulation standards. She reported the proposed sign regulation 
regarding sign height will remain at 10’; however, Staff is aware this may need to be addressed in the future due 
to the auto dealerships located across the street in Orland Park being permitted 18’ in height. She reviewed the 
Landscape Plan for the base of the sign that shows about one hundred seventy-five square feet (175 sf) of 
landscaping around the base of the sign where only seventy-five square feet (75 sf) is required per the proposed 
text amendment to the sign regulations.  
 
MS. KISLER reported the Village Board has approved several variations to the maximum allowable sign height 
to car dealerships along 159th Street including: 

1. Audi – 15’ tall sign in 2014; 
2. Mini of Tinley Park – 15’ tall sign in 2014; 
3. Bettenhausen Dodge/Ram/Chrysler – 14’ tall sign in 2014; and, 
4. Apple Chevrolet – 18’ tall sign in 2012. 

 
MS. KISLER reported that Staff has examined the Findings of Fact and recognizes that while it may be possible 
to lower the sign height to meet code, other variances have been granted that have set a precedent and a hardship 
may exist in order to remain competitive with the Orland Park dealerships on the north side of 159th Street.  
 
MS. KISLER concluded stating that the other departments including Public Works, Engineering, Building, Fire 
and Police conducted a review and offered no comments on the variance request.  
 
BOARD MEMBER PASZCZYK requested confirmation that the existing sign would be removed and the new 
sign erected in its place.  
 
BOARD MEMBER SAMUELSON requested confirmation that there would be no signage below the Kia logo 
that may include advertisements, specials, etc.  
 
There being no further questions or comments from the Petitioner or Zoning Board members, a motion was 
made by BOARD MEMBER LECHNER to recommend the Village Board grant the Petitioner a four foot, one 

Page 4 of 9 
 



   Minutes of the Village of Tinley Park Zoning Board of Appeals 
   January 28, 2016 

and one-fourth inch (4’ 1¼”) variation from Section IX.D.4.a.(2) where the maximum allowable sign height for 
is ten feet (10’). This variation would allow the Petitioners, Brittany Bowen and Tabitha Bowen of All-Right 
Sign, Inc. on behalf of Pattison Sign Group and International Kia, to construct a freestanding sign with a 
maximum height of fourteen feet, one and one-fourth inches (14’ 1 ¼”) at the north (159th Street) side of the 
property at 8301 159th Street in the B-5 (Automotive Service) Zoning District and within the Gray Properties 
159th Street Commercial Subdivision.  
 
CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE added that based on the Findings of Fact, reducing the height of the sign would 
present a hardship considering the reduced visibility compared to the surrounding car dealership signs.  
 
The Motion was seconded by BOARD MEMBER SEPESSY.  
 
 AYE: Zoning Board Members Paul Lechner, Bob Paszczyk, David Samuelson, Steve Sepessy, and 

Chairman Chris Verstrate 
 
 NAY: Zoning Board Member Ed Barta 
 
 ABSENT: Zoning Board Member Cardella 
 
THE MOTION WAS APPROVED by voice vote. ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS CHAIRMAN 
VERSTRATE declared the Motion approved. 
 
A motion was made by BOARD MEMBER SEPESSY, seconded by BOARD MEMBER LECHNER to close 
the Public Hearing at 8:02 p.m. THE MOTION WAS APPROVED by voice call. ZONING BOARD OF 
APPEALS CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE declared the Motion approved. 
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TO:   VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
 
FROM:  VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
SUBJECT: MINUTES OF THE JANUARY 28, 2016 MEETING 
 
RE: PUBLIC HEARING #2  

RUBAN – 18251 64TH COURT – VARIATION FROM THE REQUIRED FRONT YARD 
SETBACK – FENCE 

 
Consider recommending that the Village Board grant a twenty-five foot (25’) variation from 
Section V. B. Schedule II (Schedule of District Requirements) where the front yard setback 
requirement is twenty-five feet (25’). The variation would allow the Petitioners, Jason and 
Monica Ruban, to construct a five foot (5’) tall PVC fence at a zero foot (0’) setback on the 
south (183rd Street) side of this corner lot at 18251 64th Court in the R-4 (Single-Family 
Residential) Zoning District and within Pasquinelli’s Willowlane Subdivision.  

 

Present were the following:  

 Zoning Board Chairman:  Chris Verstrate 

 Zoning Board Members:  Ed Barta 
Paul Lechner 
Bob Paszczyk 

      David Samuelson 
     Steve Sepessy 

  
Absent Zoning Board Members:  Sam Cardella 

 
Village Officials and Staff:  Amy Connolly, Planning Director 

Stephanie Kisler, Planner 
Tom Melody, Village Attorney  

     Debra Kotas, Commission Secretary 
  
Guest(s):    Jason Ruban, Petitioner  

 
      
A motion was made by BOARD MEMBER LECHNER, seconded by BOARD MEMBER PASZCZYK to open 
the Public Hearing at 8:04 p.m. THE MOTION WAS APPROVED by voice call. ZONING BOARD OF 
APPEALS CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE declared the Motion approved. Village Staff provided confirmation that 
appropriate notice regarding the public hearing was published in the local newspaper in accordance with State 
law and Village requirements along with notice being sent to surrounding residences. 
 
CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE requested the Petitioner(s) and anyone present who wished to give testimony, 
comment, engage in cross-examination or ask questions during the Hearing stand and be sworn in.  
 
JASON RUBAN, 18251 64th Court, presented his request for a variation in order to replace an existing 6’ tall 
wood fence that was destroyed by wind from a storm the previous fall. He reported purchasing his home 8 years 
ago; however, the fence is approximately 15 years old. He stated his home is located on a very busy street, 
particularly when there is a concert at the nearby Amphitheater. He added that his property is in a very windy 
area and he is constantly repairing the existing fence due to wind damage. He reported the proposed 5’ PVC 
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fence will contain slats to avoid any wind damage. He estimated the cost of the fence at $12,000 and will be in 
line with the neighbor’s fence across the street.  
 
BOARD MEMBER BARTA requested clarification that the Petitioner was requesting to replace the entire fence 
at a 0’ setback or just a section of the fence. STEPHANIE KISLER, Planner, stated the Petitioner is seeking to 
replace the entire existing fence at a 0’ setback, for which the previous owner did not obtain a variance but did 
receive a permit. She clarified he would be able to replace up to 8’ sections with only a permit.  
 
BOARD MEMBER SEPESSY stated he is familiar with the area and is aware of the condition of the existing 
fence.  
 
CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE clarified that the Petitioner would not need to seek this variation if the previous 
owner had obtained a variance when the fence was initially constructed since the variance would run with the 
land. MR. RUBAN stated he was not aware when he purchased his home that the fence was in violation of 
Village Code; however, the fence was shown on the Plat of Survey. TOM MELODY, Village Attorney, 
explained a typical clause in a standard residential real estate contract is that the seller certifies that everything is 
compliance with applicable codes and ordinances.  
 
BOARD MEMBER PASZCZYK noted the property to the west also has a fence to the property line as does 
other nearby properties.  
 
BOARD MEMBER SAMUELSON disagreed with the portion of the Staff Report that indicates that the front 
yard setback requirement may not have been enforced for non-addressed front yards at that time the existing 
fence was issued in 2000. He believes that setback requirement dates back to 1978. MS. KISLER explained the 
existing fence had been permitted – but with no record of a variance and possibly at the time of permit approval, 
the permit reviewer was not aware it was a corner lot. She explained Staff was only trying to infer why the 
original fence would have been approved for a permit without a variance.  
 
BOARD MEMBER SAMUELSON discussed the option of the proposed fence placement where the southeast 
corner has been cut at a diagonal to allow for better line-of-sight by way of a clear vision triangle around the 
sidewalk at the corner of the fence. He does not believe there would be a tremendous impact on neighboring 
properties.  
 
BOARD MEMBER LECHNER requested the Petitioner explain the hardship if the fence were to be placed at a 
25’ setback. MR. RUBAN explained that would make 40% of the yard unusable. He stated he would also have 
to relocate the existing swing set used by his children.  
 
There being no further questions from Board Members, objectors or other interested parties, MS. KISLER 
presented the Staff report. She reviewed the Petitioner’s request for a 25’ variation from the front yard setback to 
allow construction of a 5’ tall open-style PVC fence along the 183rd Street side of the property, located roughly 
near the intersection of Ridgeland Avenue and 183rd Street. She explained the home is setback 25’ feet on the 
south side, with about 17’ between the existing pathway and property line, and about 30’ between the property 
line and the pavement of 183rd Street.  
 
MS. KISLER showed an aerial photograph of the property noting its busy intersection. Using photographs, she 
showed this is a heavily traversed sidewalk and not having being able to repair/replace the damaged fence at that 
location could potentially be an invasion of privacy and perhaps safety concerns. She showed a photograph of 
the damaged fence stating it is clearly in need of replacement. 
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MS. KISLER showed the southeast corner of the property where the fence can possibly angled with a corner cut 
for better visibility. She provided a panoramic photograph showing the nearby properties with fences that line up 
with sidewalk.  
 
MS. KISLER noted if the Petitioners were to remove the existing fence and only construct a fence that meets the 
current code, their fenced portion of the yard would be reduced by 2,650 square feet or 44% of the current 
backyard area. 
 
MS. KISLER reported that at the beginning of the process the Petitioner was informed of all options, including: 

1. Construct a permitted fence at a 25’ setback; 
2. Obtain an administrative variance for 10’; or, 
3. Seek the full 25’ variation. 

 
MS. KILSER reported a comparison was done with the Petitioner’s yard and other yards in the subdivision 
which is composed of six (6) lots noting the Petitioner has the largest lot in the subdivision and adjacent to a 
main street. She also reviewed fence data for nearby properties along 183rd Street showing that some of those 
properties had obtained permits and variations for fences.  
 
MS. KISLER emphasized that while Staff understands the that Petitioners purchased the home with the existing 
fence and yard area, obtaining a 10’ administrative variance would maintain an acceptable amount of yard area 
and encompass the existing walkway but not the play equipment, which can be moved, or landscaping. Staff also 
recommends the option of the proposed fence placement where the southeast corner has been cut at a diagonal 
for better line-of-sight for the public sidewalks that intersect near the southeast corner of the property. 
 
MS. KISLER concluded stating that the other departments including Public Works, Engineering, Building, Fire 
and Police conducted a review and offered no comments.  
 
CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE inquired if the current fence on the other side of the property meets code 
requirements. MS. KISLER reported there are no requirements for fence setbacks for the side or rear yards, 
therefore the fencing can be at a 0’ setback for side and rear yards.  
 
CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE proceeded with the consideration of Findings of Fact and additional options 
recommended by Staff.  
 
BOARD MEMBER SEPESSY concurs with the Petitioner believing the home and fence he purchased was in 
compliance. He cited he would be in favor of the diagonal cut at the southeast corner. He noted the Petitioner 
pays taxes on the large property and he should be able to enjoy property.  
 
BOARD MEMBER BARTA inquired if the Petitioner would be amenable to changing his request to a 10’ 
administrative variance that would continue to ensure privacy and still allow use of a substantial amount of the 
backyard. He expressed concerns regarding setting a precedent. MR. RUBAN stated that he wound not consider 
this option since it would affect the utility of the large lot that he purchased. He added that he believes a 
precedent was set when the original fence was put it. 
 
CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE stated he fully supports replacing the existing fence due to its current condition.  
 
There being no further questions or comments, a motion was made by BOARD MEMBER LECHNER to 
recommend the Village Board grant the Petitioner a twenty-five foot (25’) variation from Section V.B. Schedule 
II (Schedule of District Requirements) where the front yard setback requirement is twenty-five feet (25’). The 
variation would allow the Petitioners, Jason and Monica Ruban, to construct a five foot (5’) tall PVC fence at a 
zero foot (0’) setback on the south (183rd Street) side of this corner lot at 18251 64th Court in the R-4 (Single-
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Family Residential) Zoning District and within Pasquinelli’s Willowlane Subdivision, with the condition of a 
diagonal cut at the southeast corner of the property, based on the Findings of Fact that there is adequate space 
between the fence and 183rd Street, the practical hardship of having to replace the fence, and being unable to 
place the fence where it currently exists without a variation.  
 
The Motion was seconded by BOARD MEMBER SEPESSY.  
 AYE: Zoning Board Members Ed Barta, Paul Lechner, Bob Paszczyk, David Samuelson, Steve 

Sepessy, and Chairman Chris Verstrate 
 
 NAY: None 
 
ABSENT: Zoning Board Member Sam Cardella  
 
THE MOTION WAS APPROVED by voice vote. ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS CHAIRMAN 
VERSTRATE declared the Motion approved. 
 
A motion was made by BOARD MEMBER SEPESSY, seconded by BOARD MEMBER BARTA to close the 
Public Hearing at 8:35 p.m. 
 
 
GOOD OF THE ORDER 
Due to health concerns, ZONING BOARD MEMBER BARTA announced this would be his last meeting as a 
member of the Zoning Board of Appeals. He expressed his appreciation working with the Zoning Board and 
Staff. He reported being a resident of Tinley Park for 54 years and a Zoning Board Member for 35+ years. 
CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE thanked MEMBER BARTA for his decades of service adding he will be greatly 
missed.  
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
A motion was made by BOARD MEMBER SEPESSY, seconded by BOARD MEMBER BARTA to close the 
regular meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals of January 28, 2016 at 8:37 p.m. THE MOTION WAS 
APPROVED by voice call. ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE declared the Motion 
approved. 
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Petitioners 
Anthony and Jill Danca 
 
Property Address 
16412 Ironwood Drive 
 
PIN 
27-23-404-029-0000 
 
Parcel Size 
0.2 acres ± 
(9,000 square feet) 
 
Zoning 
R-3 (Single-Family 
Residential) 
 
Subdivision 
Tanbark 
 
Publication 
Daily Southtown  
(March 6, 2016) 
 
Requested Action 
Consider making a motion 
to recommend the 
requested Variation to the 
Village Board 
 
 
Project Planner 
Stephanie Kisler 
Planner I 
 

 

 
 

SUMMARY OF VARIATION REQUEST 
 
The Petitioners, Anthony and Jill Danca, are requesting Variations to construct an 
addition onto the north side of their home that would include a third garage space 
and a laundry room. The addition would match the existing structure in materials, 
colors, and architecture. The requested Variations include: 
 

1. A three foot (3’) side yard setback Variation from Section V. Schedule II 
(Schedule of District Requirements) where the side yard setback 
requirement is eight feet (8’); and 

 
2. A one foot, eight inch (1’8”) Variation from the allowable eave/gutter 

encroachment in Section III.H. (Permitted Encroachments in Required 
Yards) where three feet (3’) is the maximum encroachment permitted for 
eaves/gutters into the required side yard setback.  

 
These Variations would allow the Petitioners to construct the proposed one-story 
addition to the existing home at a five foot (5’) setback from the north side property 
line and would allow the proposed eaves/gutters to be three feet, four inches (3’4”) 
from the north side property line on the north side of the property at 16412 
Ironwood Drive in the R-3 Single-Family Residential Zoning District and within the 
Tanbark subdivision. 
 
The Petitioners’ application stated that the new addition is necessary to house an 
antique vehicle in the third garage space, as well as have additional storage space and 
to add a new laundry room.  

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS STAFF REPORT 
March 24, 2016 
 
DANCA (16412 Ironwood Drive) 
Variation from the Required Side Yard Setback and Allowable 
Eave/Gutter Encroachment 
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Danca – 16412 Ironwood Drive 

VILLAGE STAFF COMMENTS 
 
Planning Department 
The Planning Department has reviewed the petition for Variations 
from the required side yard setback and the allowable 
encroachment of eaves/gutters to accommodate a proposed 
addition to the north side of the existing single-family home. The 
Planning Department notes that the Petitioners previously 
requested the same Variations in July 2015, which was denied 
unanimously by the Zoning Board of Appeals and was not 
appealed to the Village Board. The current application reflects the 
same physical plans; the Petitioners have expanded upon their 
original Findings of Fact in the hopes of receiving support for 
their Variation request. 
 
The property currently has a single-family home with an attached 
two-car garage. The rear yard is not fenced and has a patio, a deck, 
an above-ground pool (which appears to be slightly in the Public 
Utility and Drainage Easement), and a shed (which is located 
incorrectly within the Public Utility and Drainage Easement.  
Sheds are not permitted within easements; the original permit 
from 1998 depicted the location as being set back five feet (5’) 
from the property lines and therefore just outside of the 
easement). 
 
The Planning Department notes that the Petitioners’ request for 
Variations to accommodate the construction of an addition to the 
north side of the existing structure will leave five feet (5’) between 
the new addition and the north property line (the Zoning 
Ordinance requires eight feet (8’)) and three feet, four inches 
(3’4”) between the eaves/gutters of the new addition and the 
north property line (the Zoning Ordinance requires five feet (5’)). The proposed side yard setback represents a 
38% increase beyond code requirements; the eave encroachment represents a 55% increase over the allowable 
encroachment.  
 
Staff has reviewed the property to determine if other alternatives are possible for creating an additional garage 
space and addition for a laundry room. An attached garage of equal size could be built at the rear of the home near 
the patio and would possibly require the relocation of the above-ground pool. A detached garage could be located 
at the rear of the property requiring the relocation of a shed and above-ground pool. The Petitioners have stated 
the proposed location is more convenient and economical. The Petitioners’ need  for a laundry room could also be 
addressed with a room addition to the rear of the home, or on the north side of the home in conformance to side 
yard setback requirements where it would not require a Variation. 
 
It is important to note that an addition is a permanent structure. If the requested Variations are granted and the 
proposed addition is constructed, the structure will not be able to be altered in the future. This is different than a 
Variation for a fence, above-ground pool, or sign for example because these are more temporary in nature. 
 

Page 2 of 7 



Danca – 16412 Ironwood Drive 

 
Panoramic View of the Rear Yard (looking north) 

 
Staff notes that the current distance between the Petitioners’ home and the adjacent home to the north (16406 
Ironwood Drive) is approximately thirty feet (30’) from structure to structure or about twenty-six feet, eight 
inches (26’8”) from eave to eave. If the Variations are granted and the addition is constructed as proposed, the 
distance from structure to structure from the Petitioners’ home to the adjacent home to the north would be 
approximately twenty feet (20’) or about sixteen feet, eight inches (16’8”) from eave to eave.  
 

  
Photo Showing Distance Between the Petitioners’ Home (left) 

and the Property Adjacent to the North (right) 
Photo Showing the Current North Side of the Petitioners’ Home 

(looking east toward Ironwood Drive) 
 
 

 
Staff ’s Rendering Showing a Conceptual Layout of the Proposed Addition 

20’ 

16’8” 
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Danca – 16412 Ironwood Drive 

In addition, Staff must consider the building separation for the subject property as well as the typical building 
separation within the neighborhood, which creates a ‘rhythm’ to the street face. Staff studied the approximate 
distances of the homes along Ironwood Drive (17 homes) and found an average distance of twenty-eight (28’) feet 
between structure to structure. The range for the approximate distances was twenty feet to thirty-eight feet (20’-
38’). Note that these are approximations using our GIS software and we cannot get completely accurate numbers 
without having each property’s Plat of Survey to review. 
 
The Zoning Ordinance allows a minimum side yard setback of eight feet (8’), so sixteen feet (16’) is the minimum 
distance allowed between structures. Eaves/gutters are permitted to encroach into the setback a maximum of four 
feet (4’) into the required front and rear yards and not projecting more than forty percent (40%) of the required 
side yard, but in no case exceeding three feet (3’). When measuring from eave to eave, homes in the R-3 Zoning 
District could be a minimum distance of ten feet (10’) apart. 
 
There is a five-foot (5’) wide Public Utility and Drainage Easement that runs the length of the north property line.  
In considering a Variation of the side yard setback, Staff must consider the building separation necessary to allow 
for adequate access to the easement, including accommodating potential equipment needed for maintenance of 
the utilities (backhoes, small tractors).  
 
It is important for the Zoning Board of Appeals to understand the implications of establishing a precedent when 
approving a Variation. As part of the zoning analysis, Staff considered the potential for the adjacent property to the 
north requesting a similar Variation. If the neighboring property to the north requested a similar Variation, the 
building separation would be reduced to ten feet (10’) (or six feet, eight inches (6’8”) including the eave). While it 
is unlikely that the neighboring property to the north would wish to have the same type of addition, a unique 
hardship must be established in granting a Variation. The Zoning Board of Appeals must determine if the 
Petitioners have a unique hardship. 
 
In considering the granting of a Variation, the Zoning Board of Appeals must evaluate the evidence provided by the 
Petitioners and provide evidence supporting positive findings for each of the following required standards for 
Variations: 
 

1. The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under the 
conditions allowed by the regulations in the district in which it is located; 

2. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances; 

3. The Variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality; and 

4. For the purpose of implementing the above rule, the Zoning Board of Appeals shall also, in making its 
determination whether there are practical difficulties or particular hardships, take into consideration the 
extent to which the following facts favorable to the Petitioner have been established by the evidence: 

a. The particular physical surroundings, shape, or topographical condition of the specific property 
involved would result in a particular hardship upon the owner, as distinguished from a mere 
inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations were carried out; 

b. The conditions upon which the petition for a variation is based would not be applicable, generally, to 
other property within the same zoning classification; 

c. The purpose of the variation is not based exclusively upon a desire to make more money out of the 
property; 
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Danca – 16412 Ironwood Drive 

d. The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by the owner of the property, or by a previous 
owner; 

e. The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other 
property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the property is located; and 

f. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to an adjacent property, or 
substantially increase the congestion in the public streets, or increase the danger of fire, or endanger 
the public safety, or substantially diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood. 

 
Public Works Department/Engineering  

The Public Works Department and Engineering have reviewed the Variation request and offer the following 
comments: 

1. The elevation drawing indicates that construction will all be occurring outside of the existing five foot 
public utility and drainage easement. 
a. Please verify in writing that there will be NO encroachment of any underground structures 

(foundation, footings, underdrains, etc.) into the public utility and drainage easement. 
b. For the above ground encroachment of the eaves, if granted the variance, an encroachment 

letter must be provided. If the Village needs to utilize the public utility and drainage easement 
for any reason, the narrowness will affect the equipment that can be used. Any damage caused 
to the property that encroaches on the public utility and drainage easement during this process 
will not be the responsibility of the Village. 

 
2. With the addition, the impervious area of the lot available for drainage is greatly reduced. This could 

result in overly saturated ground/yard flooding on this lot as stormwater has less surface area to 
absorb into the ground. The landowner should acknowledge this prior to issuing a permit with the 
understanding that the Petitioner cannot negatively impact the water flow to the neighboring 
properties. 

 
 
Building Department 
The Building Department has reviewed the Variation request and offers no comments. 
 
 
Fire Department 
The Fire Department has reviewed the Variation request and offers the following comment: 

1. Fire Prevention will require that the current construction of the existing building be continued with the 
addition. This will include the fire rated wall that separates the garage from the laundry room and the rest 
of the house. 

 
 
Police Department 
The Police Department has reviewed the Variation request and offers no comments. 
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Danca – 16412 Ironwood Drive 

QUESTIONS TO ASK THE PETITIONERS/STANDARDS FOR GRANTING A VARIATION 
 

1. What is the hardship or practical difficulty in conforming to the existing Zoning Ordinance? Is it a hardship 
or a mere inconvenience? If there is a hardship, is it due to the owner or is it a unique circumstance? 

2. What will be the impact on neighboring properties? Will it alter the character of the neighborhood? 

3. Can the property yield a reasonable return if the Variation is not granted? 

4. Will the construction of the proposed addition impair an adequate supply of light or air to adjacent 
properties? Will it increase the danger of fire, impair drainage, or endanger public safety? 

5. Would the conditions upon which the request is based be generally applicable to other properties in the 
subdivision or the Village, with similar zoning? 

6. Is the purpose of the request based exclusively upon a desire to make money out of the property? 

7. Would granting the request be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other property or 
improvements nearby? 
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Danca – 16412 Ironwood Drive 

APPROPRIATE MOTION 
 
If the Zoning Board of Appeals wishes to make a motion, the following motion is in positive form: 
 
“...make a motion to consider recommending that the Village Board grant the Petitioners Variations that would 
allow for the construction of a proposed addition on the north side of the existing residential structure, including: 
 

1. A three foot (3’) side yard setback Variation from Section V. Schedule II (Schedule of District 
Requirements) where the side yard setback requirement is eight feet (8’); and 

 
2. A one foot, eight inch (1’8”) Variation from the allowable eave/gutter encroachment in Section III.H. 

(Permitted Encroachments in Required Yards) where three feet (3’) is the maximum encroachment 
permitted for eaves/gutters into the required side yard setback.  

 
...With the following conditions: 
 

1.  That the materials match the existing residential structure.  

2. That fire-rated wall regulations from the Fire Department are met.  

3. [any other conditions that the Zoning Board of Appeals would like to recommend.] 

These Variations would allow the Petitioners to construct the proposed one-story addition to the existing home at a 
five foot (5’) setback from the north side property line and would allow the proposed eaves/gutters to be three feet, 
four inches (3’4”) from the north side property line on the north side of the property at 16412 Ironwood Drive in 
the R-3 Single-Family Residential Zoning District and within the Tanbark subdivision. 
 
...Based on the evidence provided at this hearing and the following: 
 

1. That the Petitioners have provided evidence establishing that they have met the standards for Variations 
contained in Section X.G.4. of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 

2. [any other facts or unique circumstances that the Zoning Board of Appeals would like to mention.] 
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Petitioner 
Michael Lawton 
 
Property Address 
17710 65th Court 
 
PIN 
28-31-212-055-0000,  
28-31-212-058-0000 
 
Parcel Size 
0.17 acres ± 
(7,711 square feet) 
 
Zoning 
R-4 (Single-Family 
Residential) 
 
Subdivision 
Whitney and Bishop’s 
Subdivision 
 
Publication 
Daily Southtown  
(March 6, 2016) 
 
Requested Action 
Consider making a motion 
to recommend the 
requested Variation to the 
Village Board 
 
 
Project Planner 
Stephanie Kisler 
Planner I 
 

 

 
 

SUMMARY OF VARIATION REQUEST 
 
The Petitioner, Michael Lawton, is requesting a Variation to replace a previously 
permitted twenty-four foot (24’) round above-ground pool (original permit from 
1978) in the rear yard. The original pool, installed by the previous owner, was 
located three feet, five inches (3’5”) from the north side property line which iscloser 
than the current setback requirement of five feet (5’) for accessory structures. The 
Petitioner purchased the home in 1981 and received a permit in 1999 for the 
construction of an outdoor deck area around the existing pool location (the 1999 
deck permit has been included in the meeting packet) The deck was custom designed 
to meet the curvature and location of the existing pool. The furthest northern point 
of the pool is three feet, five inches (3’5”) from the north property line. 
Approximately 2.8% of the pool encroaches into the required setback. The Petitioner 
has requested the following Variation: 
 

1. A one foot, seven inch (1’7”) Variation from Section III.I.1.f. (Accessory 
Structures and Uses) where no part of an accessory structure shall be 
located closer than five feet (5’) to the rear lot line or to those portions of 
the side lot lines abutting such required rear yard.  
 

This Variation would allow the Petitioner to replace an above-ground pool with a 
new above-ground pool at the same location (a setback of three feet, five inches 
(3’5”) from the north property line), which would conform to the custom design of 
the surrounding deck and landscape improvements at 17710 65th Court in the R-4 
(Single-Family Residential) Zoning District and within Whitney and Bishop’s 
Subdivision. 
 
The Petitioner’s application stated that relocating the pool to meet the required five-
foot (5’) setback would constitute a hardship due to the various improvements made 
to the rear yard respective of the location of the original pool including the custom 
built deck, paver walkway, bench seating and landscaping.  

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS STAFF REPORT 
March 24, 2016 
 
LAWTON (17710 65th Court) 
Variation from the Required Setback for an Accessory Structure 
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Lawton – 17710 65th Court 

VILLAGE STAFF COMMENTS 
 
Planning Department 
The Planning Department has reviewed the petition for a Variation from the required setback for an accessory 
structure. Staff notes that the Petitioner’s rear yard currently includes a patio, wood deck, landscaping, and 
sunroom. The above-ground pool was recently removed and the Petitioner is requesting the Variation in order to 
be able to replace the above-ground pool at the same location as the previous pool. The Plat of Survey shows no 
indication of an easement existing along the north property line where the Petitioner proposes to install the new 
above-ground pool. 
 

 
 
Staff reviewed the 1978 building permit for the original above-ground pool, which approved the installation of a 
twenty-four foot (24’) round pool and a four-foot (4’) tall chain-link fence. The approved location of the pool may 
have been complicated by the fact that the Plat of Survey which accompanied the application originally indicated 
an eighteen-foot (18’) round above-ground pool that was revised to a twenty-four foot (24’) round pool, yet the 
approved location on the plat was not changed. Irrespective of these changes, the original pool was properly 
permitted; there are no records of subsequent inspections for the pool or deck that acknowledge the pool’s 
encroachment in the side yard. A copy of the 1978 pool permit has been included in the Zoning Board of Appeals 
meeting packet. 
 
The Petitioner has removed the original pool in anticipation of installing the new pool. The Petitioner has laid out 
wood planks on the existing deck to show an approximate location of where the alterations to the deck would have 
to occur in order to accommodate a new pool that would meet the required five-foot (5’) setback (see photo on 
next page). The Petitioner also researched the changes that would need to be made in the rear yard to 
accommodate moving the future above-ground pool to comply with the required five-foot (5’) setback. The 
Petitioner identified a scope of work and received a quote from a local business who estimated that the cost of the 
work to relocate the pool would exceed $5,000. This information has also been included in the Zoning Board of 
Appeals meeting packet. 
 
It is important to note that an above-ground pool is considered an accessory structure and is more temporary in 
nature than a more permanent project, such as a building addition.  
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Lawton – 17710 65th Court 

 
Photo Showing Approximate Wood Deck Changes Necessary to Move Pool Into Compliance  

 
 

  
Photo of Existing Deck in Relation to the North Property Line 

(looking east) 
Photo of Proposed Pool Setback in Relation to Property Line 

 
It is important for the Zoning Board of Appeals to understand the implications of establishing a precedent when 
approving a Variation. The request is to replace a pool in the same location; therefore no new impact will be 
realized by adjacent properties. Staff also considered the potential for the adjacent property to the north to 
request a similar Variation and possibly creating minimal separation between pool structures.  
 
The property to the north is owned by the Tinley Park Park District and has been improved as permanent open 
space (Selby H. Hirsch Park) therefore there is minimal opportunity for a similar Variation request that would 
result in pool structures located too close to each other, or for a negative impact on adjacent property. According to 
the Tinley Park Park District website, Hirsch Park was acquired in 1976, which is the same year that the 
Petitioner’s home was granted a Certificate of Occupancy according to the Building Department’s records. It is 
unlikely that the park will redevelop into a residential property that would request a similar Variation. 
 
See the photos on the next page for a visual of the Petitioner’s property in relation to the park property to the 
north. 

3’5” 
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Lawton – 17710 65th Court 

  
Photo Showing the North Side of the Property and Southeast 
Portion of Hirsch Park (looking southwest from 65th Court) 

Photo Showing the Open Space at the East Side of Hirsch Park 
(looking north from the Petitioner’s Deck) 

 
As with all Variations, a unique hardship must be established in granting a Variation. The facts of the case include 
the Petitioner’s request to replace a pool in the same location as a legally permitted pool, encroachment of a side 
yard that is adjacent to permanent open space, no impact on a utility or drainage easement and that compliance 
with setback requirements would require reconstruction of a custom built deck, replacement of a paver sidewalk, 
relocation of a constructed bench and landscaping. 
 
In considering the granting of a Variation, the Zoning Board of Appeals must evaluate the evidence provided by the 
Petitioners and provide evidence supporting positive findings for each of the following required standards for 
Variations: 
 

1. The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only under the 
conditions allowed by the regulations in the district in which it is located; 

2. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances; 

3. The Variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality; and 

4. For the purpose of implementing the above rule, the Zoning Board of Appeals shall also, in making its 
determination whether there are practical difficulties or particular hardships, take into consideration the 
extent to which the following facts favorable to the Petitioner have been established by the evidence: 

a. The particular physical surroundings, shape, or topographical condition of the specific property 
involved would result in a particular hardship upon the owner, as distinguished from a mere 
inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations were carried out; 

b. The conditions upon which the petition for a Variation is based would not be applicable, generally, to 
other property within the same zoning classification; 

c. The purpose of the Variation is not based exclusively upon a desire to make more money out of the 
property; 

d. The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by the owner of the property, or by a previous 
owner; 

e. The granting of the Variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other 
property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the property is located; and 

f. The proposed Variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to an adjacent property, or 
substantially increase the congestion in the public streets, or increase the danger of fire, or endanger 
the public safety, or substantially diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood. 
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Lawton – 17710 65th Court 

Public Works Department/Engineering  
The Public Works Department and Engineering have reviewed the Variation request and offer the following 
comments: 

1. The existing backyard has a significant amount of landscape, hardscape, and accessory structures 
within the fenced area. In addition, the solid wood fence (no gaps) was built flush with grade and there 
appears to be wood timbers placed along the bottom of the fence (again no gaps from the bottom of the 
fence to the surface elevation). This construction could block natural drainage patterns and cause 
drainage issues for this lot and the adjacent lots. After a site visit, it appears that because this lot is 
adjacent to open space, the construction does not appear to have negatively impacted drainage to other 
lots at this time. However, with the pool as well as all of the other improvements to the lot, the 
impervious area of the lot available for drainage is greatly reduced. This could result in overly 
saturated ground/yard flooding on this lot as stormwater has less surface area to absorb into the 
ground. The landowner should acknowledge this in writing prior to issuing a permit. 

 
 
Building Department 
The Building Department has not reviewed the Variation request due the Building Commissioner retiring prior to 
the submittal of the application. 
 
 
Fire Department 
The Fire Department has reviewed the Variation request and offers no comments. 
 
 
Police Department 
The Police Department has reviewed the Variation request and offers no comments. 
 

 

QUESTIONS TO ASK THE PETITIONER/STANDARDS FOR GRANTING A VARIATION 
 

1. What is the hardship or practical difficulty in conforming to the existing Zoning Ordinance? Is it a hardship 
or a mere inconvenience? If there is a hardship, is it due to the owner or is it a unique circumstance? 

2. What will be the impact on neighboring properties? Will it alter the character of the neighborhood? 

3. Can the property yield a reasonable return if the Variation is not granted? 

4. Will the proposed above-ground pool impair an adequate supply of light or air to adjacent properties? Will 
it increase the danger of fire, impair drainage, or endanger public safety? 

5. Would the conditions upon which the request is based be generally applicable to other properties in the 
subdivision or the Village, with similar zoning? 

6. Is the purpose of the request based exclusively upon a desire to make money out of the property? 

7. Would granting the request be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other property or 
improvements nearby? 
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Lawton – 17710 65th Court 

APPROPRIATE MOTION 
 
If the Zoning Board of Appeals wishes to make a motion, the following motion is in positive form: 
 
“...make a motion to consider recommending that the Village Board grant the Petitioner a one foot, seven inch (1’7”) 
Variation from Section III.I.1.f. (Accessory Structures and Uses) where no part of an accessory structure shall be 
located closer than five feet (5’) to the rear lot line or to those portions of the side lot lines abutting such required 
rear yard.  
 
...With the following conditions: 
 

1.  [any conditions that the Zoning Board of Appeals would like to recommend.] 

This Variation would allow the Petitioner to replace an above-ground pool with a new above-ground pool at the 
same location (a setback of three feet, five inches (3’5”) from the north property line) at 17710 65th Court in the R-
4 (Single-Family Residential) Zoning District and within Whitney and Bishop’s Subdivision. 
 
...This recommendation is based on the evidence provided at this hearing and the following: 
 

1. That the Petitioners have provided evidence establishing that they have met the standards for Variations 
contained in Section X.G.4. of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 

2. [any other facts or unique circumstances that the Zoning Board of Appeals would like to mention.] 
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VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK 
APPLICATION FOR ZONING ORDINANCE VARIAN 

FEB 2 9 2016 

The undersigned hereby Petitions the Village of Tinley Park Zoning Board of A eals and/or Plan 
Commission to consider a Variation from the terms of the Zoning Ordinance as follows: 

PETITIONER INFORMATION 

Mailing Address: �_,...,I() v s�H Coult. r 

Day Phone: l10'3> 51i! -""1';'5"� Evening Phone: C1e>8) S�l ·49S"G. 

Cell Phone: ('"'108) gc;o-· �'Z b Fax Number: (1oco) s-.::n.-A'>s c.,, 

Nature of Petitioner's Interest in the property and/or relationship to the owner: 
(Applications received on behalf of the owner of record must be accompanies by a signed letter of authorization). 

PROPERTY INFORMATION 

SPECIFIC TYPE OF VARIAN CE REQUESTED (See Examples Below): 
A I.� Focn \f,A(t.IAN�t;. "To l'H\::. K111JI �"''"" R,e..Qv 1({.C.O 5 ,o FOOT 

PtS'l'A.t.JC."- GETWt:;i=tJ r-auc....:;. A.e-.JD Sv.J1'"'1�1uc PooL.. , ';;;ra11:"'1t1..A.i..�..,. 
l� Q U t;. sn VG To t-f A 1 f-ST A' t.J C. \J e. RE..LJl'T. '3.-4 'F(.">o-f SPAC- I UC. -r rlA. T 
E:°X.1�TS" LA.)111--i GuRO..c;...._,-r �1t--f�1t..JC3. f=bo� il->S\AU-,#tt·toU� 

Examples of Specific Type of Variance Requested: 
This refers to the exact number of feet, the exact dimensions of a structure, exact height/type of fence. 
For example: 

"A 15 foot Variance to the Front Yard Setback on the East side of the property to allow for a 6-foot tall 

cedar fence on this corner lot." 

"A 180 square foot variance to the 720 square foot maximum allowable size of an accessory structure to 
allow for a 30 foot or 900 square foot garage on this residential property." 

"A 10 foot variance to the 10 foot maximum allowable height for a sign to allow for a 20 foot high 
monument sign on this commercial property. 
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REASON THAT THE VARIANCE IS NEEDED: (See Examples below) 
SuR.�c;;;cr- �·\ . .u1.t.-\H.1µc. VooL. WA.�;; 1LJCUJQ� l'-' 'Pc.P�'t' PufL.c.�st. 
Or: 1---l.h."l 19.81_, LOC..lSIE-D l� P.i..�c�,S ��. E.)l.ISTS IOPl\'t, PR.oft;;R.,\'( C.VHA ...... c!t:-Mt;.Lrrs ltu Svf,,St.&l£ul Yt.�<; �ow PRi;::;e-µ-r.s A CD\.JOl\""tot-5 t...JHt:.f.E K�ATn.Jc 
f.Jct.o iNliTAL.\-1\."'iio\J lo BE.,,..., C<lKPt.-lf.\NCt:. will.I V�W-f.lce C.OOt.S "'"'''"'-
13£;. Vl!.. e,y C 'IL? cµ S i VIL. • p U:. ti..;:, c �e. t:.. H <:> R..\:. Co YI PLt;;; 1'� \)� Al &.... � \ fJ 

�II AC-H�P VO Gu t-(.c�I. 

Examples of Reasons that the Variance is needed: 

"We would like to extend our fence 15 feet toward the street from the front comer of the house so that 
we can enclose a pool, swing set, shed, landscaping, trees, side entrance, etc., and provide a safe area for 
our children to play" 

"We would like to build an oversized garage on our property so that we may store our antique vehicle, 
snow mobiles, riding lawn mower, etc., inside, as well as our two other cars, which are currently parked 
in the driveway" 

The Petitioner certifies that all of the above statements and other information submitted as part of this 
Application and Findings of Fact are true and correct to the best of his or her knowledge: 

Signatu;�, , Q t.\2. �, �o 
0- " 

Printed Name: t---1 lc..HAf· 1 b, LAc J..)'Tn L. , 

OFFICE USE ONLY: 

Date: 

Current Zoning on Property __________ Present Use-------------

Notes 
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FINDINGS OF FACT 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION TO BE PRESENTED 
TO SUPPORT A VARIATION REQUEST FROM THE TERMS OF 

THE VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK ZONING ORDINANCE 

Section X.G.l of the Village of Tinley Park Zoning Ordinance requires that the Zoning Board 
of Appeals determine compliance with the following standards and criteria. In order for a 
variance to be approved, the Petitioner must respond to all the following questions with facts 
and information to support the requested V aria ti on: 

A. Describe the difficulty that you have in conforming with the current regulations and 
restrictions relating to your property, and describe how this hardship is not caused by 
any persons presently having an interest in the property. (Please note that a mere 
inconvenience is insufficient to grant a Variation). For example, does the shape or size 
of the lot, slope, or the neighboring surroundings cause a severe problem in completing 
the project in conformance with the applicable Ordinance requirement? 

/.1J�"TAu..1N..:. #Jc....v �C.PLAC&.J.1t.W1 SW1MM•N6 Pr'C>'- \o co11f'LV wrTH vcu..A.17'-E. 
co'"'t:.�- RE.Qv11u • .s t-(A:r<>f- �&:::. su?Po� co1...vH"' CttAr.JC(;.'" ALot-1& cAtl t1 s AH"­
'>"' i'.>E;G�tNC., 1'E:a_l-(.t1..t�t.JT B�i...t.:.t.f S'Cll::i1UC I.Pl\ H IA8�S , (..A.t-.)P��APlf.,IC 
"'-wv PAV1U<� B«.1c;::. suR.n.ouu1:>1u� vcr..A1..�l.,,t)A-"t'S.,,. SU\f.:TCC\ f'R.Of't.<cr� 
Et.JHo!\.tJCt;Me;l.Ji MAOe. UIJDE.2. VIL-\.Aat cv11.. D10G P<b-<rr.s �nl.\) Oi.J 
AT"t AC He O Pwtli. i n·u �C:. .o c· .JU e,v1.;. '/.. µ..,;:II I" IE,.P-. tl v � H.><:. A Pf'l.I C::. � IOIJ PR.o Ct:;.OV(U.': .. / 

C.otJSll'2..UC-l\OU A.UP. F llJA� (N.S"P-� ID'-' J LJ.Jt�-E: I-lot.> co \..{f�-IAl.JC.E.. 
1SSuc;.s: DlSC..UQC_,e;O . \U::'.ltj <L.<lt-1-PL.IA.tJC<: C�A"'re.0 i3Y P£.&/JoUS OWL>t;;f2_ .  

B. Describe any difficulties or hardships that current zoning regulations and restrictions 
would have in decreasing your property value compared to neighboring properties. 

<?ui2-n..c. .. JI "ZONING R.e.cuL.A\'IOtJS b.f'IO eE.$"Tl2.1Cl•<:H.JS "" ' '-"- N<''' �IAV� 
AN'-f IHPAc..I Cl JJ PR.D?'6.<CfY VALL>� AS 11 Q{;C:...A""i(;J 10 NE:.1CHfbf"�I� 
PRo'PefC."nU" • u -r HIS P��T1c;o1...t.(7 c /l.Sfi.. 

C. Describe how the above difficulty or hardship was created. 

-.-HI s DI i=: i::-1 Cvt;rY C:.At-1'E: A.&::.vr A.$ A R..c:;;.ru1..-r 0 i:- YV�HA.51 f.) G 
\Ht:. PiGO Pe. fl.1 y LO tT H s u a J"c;.c.,. 1-J0 tJ c.o 1-1 PL , A µc G.. t:. x..1 ST , f...)c: ) A IV 0 Cc:n.1·r1 UU!�G ,. () HAI'.� � IJl-\At-.>C�f ... l"f"S l'.l..IJl> �Al &../IA./� 
p� PC:.Q;·l'y o\IC.Q. y EA.f:'..$ �I "->c� u UAt..UAeE.. Ol:: A t-Joc •. h(::o1-1.Pi-IA"-lC:...'E 
lssut:. u1Si1L- c...oµotT1Q.us u.JAf<:..tA\..TfE-� St.cue11J<.". .gu,1..01...,c 
Pe:.R.M �-r -ru ((..CPLob-c.E. 5UJ1f-fr--'I ,,._,.:, 9oo l-• 



FINDINGS OF FACT (CONTINUED) 

D. Describe the reasons this Variance request is unique to this property only and is not 
applicable, in general, to other properties within the same Zoning District. 

r,;At-Jµo·-r 54."( t.U1'TH t.>.SS"ou.n·c c.c.�,·A11.>,.'(1 Bl.11 Ho�1t>iLOl>E.R:fle;S lt->1°'.4\1$ "Z..ou1NC. 
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o 1Jt...'-t' e 'c H 1 11ovsc'" o \.J l.A.l�s.• s 1cE o � u.s,"' Cou �; 4-RE.A.. -io ""'�' WAS v�1.,.,1 
\Al:)OPE',.P �•s, AS WAS T�L \...cUC."T� 1-RJ.>t-c 11"71 .... �"\" lo nif'll Si, 
E. Explain how this Variance would not be regarded as an attempt at financial gain, but 

only because of personal necessity. For example, the intent of the Variance is to 
accommodate related living for an elderly relative as opposed to adding an additional 
mcome source. 

F. Describe how granting this Variance request will not be detrimental to the public 
welfare or injurious to other properties or improvements in the neighborhood in which 
the property is located: (Example: fencing will not obstruct view of automobile 
traffic). 

C.r�u-r1u<: -rl-\t� VA.<Z.IAuC� vvau.. µ01· BE :PC.'T�l���L. "To 
PuBL1c:. we.t...i::·A.Q."€ otL 1w:JUCLJ0'-'s -r<> o1�� f'R..�Pt:.ft,-ru.� 0 CL. 
IHf'�VE°HE::t-rrS 1u""tHC. 1061C+-ii1ot.i-locJp A"i. fT Wu .. i.. �A•l..J"r�•i.> 
A9Pt:' .b.a..ANC.E.. A.";) e: � 1&."'T S" � t>.b.'('' 

G. Explain how granting this Variance will not alter the essential charter of the 
neighborhood or locality: 

N'-"11 C.1..t=6..� '-'T' v._, t> .:;.a..s1A.llJD11..>c. (...UHAI THC C'"'l'>f?..1't.Jl. o'f!'". T·t-C 
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-roD�y, 
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FINDINGS OF FACT (Continued) 

Describe how the requested Variance will not: 

Impair an adequate supply of light and air to a.Qjacent properties. _ .-. 

SuFPL.'( or- t,1 �t<'I A./JO A11'<.-.,.o A.D;.i �c,µ7· PP-.0P£!2,;1 l 11;;. S 
"'-'I'-'- Cot-111,_Jl.Ji!. l..>.._.A-<3A"T.;:;.C> 4.s Cot-10\"TIOU� �)C...15;-r· l.b0AY 
As;"" VAe..1,,.tJc.E;. Dot:.s '-'O, ,v AJ.J'T' HAIVl.JE.t'Z.. �et-A-TE'; 

--rv ..,. � 1r- t $'.'.>I.le . 

2. Substantially increase the congestion of the public streets. 

VA�/Af.JC� ll-JVO\-V6.u A...cz.e.� Olfl ol=' l�Ar-:i:::·,c,. �'TR.c.�-r 
ACl1 V'IT'( //.J THAT AWG"A. I� r-01-\.-..,. EU('...c,...oSC-P BY 
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cs-r e.eE.; T 1• 

3. Increase the danger of fire. 
VAn..1t..fVC.t:; DOG.� t-.><>T lfVC��A.Sf::... IJ<>ft- Oe.c�A.E>"c -.=1 (2..& 
HA. -Z..AK.1:'1 A.S v/.l. Q.IA NCt:: Do E:J �oi:· f.c:;LA T'E To \ H /s; 
ISSo;::_ . 

4. Impair natural drainage or create drainage problems on adjacent property. 
J.JA.11..Jtt,AL.,. DP--A.1UAC6 As E'i...t�ls TODAV (.A..}£.l..\...... 
&€ HA.1 UTA1u£O As f.S, 

5. Endanger the public safety. 

V�rt.•Auc.6 HA-::. t.Jo i3EA�1ua. oµ f'Vl!.t-ic. �A�ET . ..,.,. 
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6. Substantially diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood. 
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17718 SOUTH OAK PARK AVENUE 
TINLEY PARK, llllNOIS 60477 

by 
MARSURCO, INC. 

LAND SURVEYORS 
REGISTERED ILLINOIS LAND SURVEYORS 

Of 

PHONES: 429-3177 
429-3178 

ie _ -=: onth 3,.tl+B feet of Lot 4, all of Lots 5 and 6, and the NoTth 6.606 feet of Lot 7, all in Block 4 in Whitney and B i s hop 's 

kditlon to Tinley Park, plat of th e �:outheast 1/4 of the Northeast 1/4 of Section 31, Township -46 North,_ Range 13, East of 
1e Third Pr incipal Meridian, Town of Bremen, Cook r, ounty, I l lino i s , State of Illinois,�recorded !December 26, 1890 as Document 

1936R3, in rook County, Illinois. Also, th at part of the Sast J/2 of the here tor fore vacated 14 foot wide North· and South 

e_ihlic Alley as heretofore ded ica ted in B lock 4 in the a foresa i d �ubdivision lyin� South of the Westerly prolongation of the 
t'orth 1.ine of the '�outh 3.?48 fel!t of said Lot 4 and lyin� North of tbe Westerly prolongation of the South Line of the North 
�.f.06 feet of said I.ot 7, in r:ook County, lllinois./Also, the &.ast j_feet of Lot 19 in Malecky' s Subdivision, being a resub-
Jtvision of LotR ?4, ?5, ?6, 27, ?8, "9, 30, 31, 3?, 33, 34,-35, 36, 37,-38-; -:rCJ";-40, 41 a'nd 42 in Block 4, and the West 1/2 
tF(' the vacated alley lying "":ast of and a d j o i n ing Lots ?4 through 4?., both inclusive in Block 4, and the North 1/2 of the vacate 

'8th. �tr�e t ,  lying � outh of and ad1oining Lot ?4 in �lock 4 and the North 1/2 of �seated 1 7 8th .  �t�eet, lying South of and 
cJjoinin� the WeRt l/'> of the vecated alley lying '".ast of and adjoining Lot 24 afore�aid, and the �;outh l/Z of the vacated 

"Rtl1. "treet, ly i ng West of the South�rly extension of the �ast line of the West 1/2 of B loc k 4 and Lots 26 through 50 inclusitf 
1 �lock ) . and that pa rt of t he vacated alley lying West of the West Line of the F.ast 133.50 feet of Block 5, all in Whitney 

OJa.d Rishop' s Addi ti.on to 'T'inley' Park:, a plat -5�-�::--' Li�..!::_ �::-�:..��2=--?-�.: .. � -· -·-----n 
of the �outheast 1/4 of the 

tJortl1eA<;t 1/l� of �ection 31, Township 36 North, Range 11, r::ast of the Third Principal Meridian,/ �n Cook County, Illinois. 
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Compare all dimensions before building and report 
any discrepancies at once. Refer to Deed or Title 
Policy for building lines and easements. 

State of Illinois } 
SS' 

County of Cook 
· 

We, MARSURCO, INC. LAND SURVEYORS, do hereby certify 

that we have surveyed for the above described tract of 

land and that this plat is a correct representation of said 

survey. 

Given under my hand and seal this . .. . ?���: ............. . 

day of . . . '.-i� �c;ir:e.r . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . A.O . . 19 . . 9_2_.: . 
I . 

.{ . . ' 
o o o . "  0 o 0 I 0 .  • 0 o o 0 o o '  ' . o • o o 0 o o • o .: " '  o '  ' ' o o o 0 

1r1· ... .. • ' ,1,... 



Additional information: 

Residence property was purchased in May 1981 with existing pool in current location. Pool was 

not presented as non-conforming to village code by any party involved in closing and securing 

title insurance. Since that time, pool liners have been replaced and repairs made to steel wall; 

the latest being in 1999 when village permit was approved to install new wrap around (partial), 

multi-level deck with granite top permanent tables, bench custom cushion seating and recessed 

hot tub. Scope of work included new 200 amp service panel and new electrical line to pool and 

hot tub. Landscaping upgrade by Green Garden professionals provided landscaping and a 

surrounding paver brick patio and walkway. Subject work was completed. Inspected and 

approved. During inspection, again, no identification of problem with pool location. Believed to 

be in line with village requirements. 

During last swim season a few weakened wall areas were discovered and concern rose over 

potential wall failure and subsequent flooding to surrounding areas. Plans were undertaken to 

replace pool and a new pool was purchased not expecting any permit issues as replacement 

was to be in kind. Noncompliance was discovered during permit application process. 

A review of the scope of work to relocate new pool installation to meet codes, revealed 

excavation work to clear southern grade area with associated revisions to, and in places 

elimination of paver brick walkway, extensive structural deck support modifications, changes in 

decking, revisions to a table and associated bench (requiring new cushions). 

No doubt that the work can be done, but with large expense, time and disruption to normal 

spring and summer activities. The final product would lose some of the aesthetic beauty of the 

current deck/pool/hot tub appearance as the loss of symmetry in layout would make the final 

product have a forced fit appearance that is not gratifying as homeowners. 



March 10, 2016 

Michael D. Lawton 

17710 65th Court 

Tinley Park, Illinois 60477 

Village of Tinley Park 

16250 S Oak Park Ave 

Tinley Park, Illinois 60477 

Attention: Stephanie Kisler 

Planner 

Re: Variance Request 

Dear Stephanie, 

Attached, please find estimate for work necessary to perform deck revisions to accommodate the 17710 
65TH Court residence swimming pool relocation approximately 19 inches to the south of current location. 

The overall expense is reported to be $5,000 including items identified on subject scope of work. There 

will be an additional $1000 expense for additional excavation and backfill for new pool installation. 

Please include this material in the Zoning Board variance request for subject project. 

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 

Best Regards, 

� <J�-L Michael D. Lawton 



17710 651h Court Swimming Pool Relocation Deck and Landscaping Scope of Work 

General: 

Provide all necessary labor and material to revise current deck and landscaping installations to 

accommodate new swimming pool location 1.6 feet east/west centerline shift to south. 

Scope of work to include, but not limited to, the following: 

Detail: 

Deck 

• North: 

1. Remove two tables and integral bench seat. Owner to remove and upon completion replace 

granite table tops. 

2. Remove (plus or minus, as necessary) 19 deck boards from northwestern corner. 

3. Make necessary decking joist modifications to support new longer deck boards 

4. Install new west side exposure lower wall on north side of deck 

5. Install new longer deck boards consistent with existing design. 

6. Install two new tables with integral bench seat, retaining existing granite table tops dimensions, 

identical with current design and construction 

• South: (Note: Critical Path) 
1. Remove triangular portion of table on northern exposure. (Owner to remove and upon 

completion replace granite table top. 

2. Cut deck boarding and supporting joist beams, as necessary to make room for new pool 

installation 

3. Note any support column issues unforeseen at this time. Understood to be extra work order, 

with extra pricing as necessary. 

4. Cut back western exposure lower deck wall approximately 18 inches to make room for new pool 

installation 

5. Close off open end of deck table consistent with existing design (owner to have granite top 

revised to fit new table. 

Landscaping (Note critical path) (Owner to coordinate JULIE marking). 

• Revise existing south western walkway in kind, in new location 16 inches southwest 

• Remove approximately 1 cubic yard earth from southern swimming pool ring area. 

• Dispose of excavation materials. 

Southern deck and paver brick landscaping (removal portion) revisions are to be done prior to swimming 

pool installation and northern deck work and paver brick landscaping (installation portion) following 

swimming pool installation. 

Swimming pool installation approximate mid-April installation (weather permitting). 



Mike Lawton 
17710 65th court 
Tinley Park, IL 604 77 
708-890-7210 

Proposal 

Innovative Decks 
6926 W. 183'd Street 

Tinley Park, 11 

60477 

Office- 708-614-7333 
Fax- 708-614-7337 

March 4, 2016 

We herby propose to furnish the materials and perform the labor necessary for the 
completion of a deck repair/renovation 

Scope of work deck and landscape work 

1. 100 
2. 304 
3. 500 
4. 150 
5. 1520 
6. 100 
7. 400 new 

South (note: critical path) 

1. 100 
2. 300 
3. New piers & support 250 each 
4. 100 we will cut granite if necessary @ 50 per/cut 

Landscaping (Note critical path) 

12x3=36 sq/ft @l9= 684 
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All materials is to be as specified, and the work is to be performed in accordance 
with the drawings and specifications submitted for the above work and completed in 

a substantial workmanlike manner for the sum of dollars with payments 

as follows; 1/3 down payment upon acceptance of proposal 1/3 upon 
commencement of job and the balance of 1/3 due upon 

completion of project. 

If the Property Owner fails to make any required payment for a period of more that 15 
days after it is due, The Company may upon two days written notice to The Property 
Owner terminate this contract and recover from The Property Owner, payment for work 
performed and materials provided, including reasonable profit and damages applicable to 
the work. Past due balances are subject to a service fee of two percent per month (Twenty 
four percent APR). It is agreed that the following payment will be made by The 
Property Owner. 
If the structure is not up to codes, there will be an added cost for structure. 
The Company will carry out the work with professional and reasonable skill, care and 
diligence pursuant to all applicable standards and industry practice and in compliance to 
all relevant building regulations and statutory requirements. The company will not be 
responsible for conditions, or circumstances, that may not be immediately visible or 
damage, concrete breaks, asphalt damage, or landscaping damage. 
The Property Owner must pay such sums of money that becomes due to The Company 
for performed work. The Property Owner will be responsible to cooperate in good faith 
with the Company and must not interfere with progress of work. It is understood that 
communication and cooperation are necessary for completion of work. In addition the 
following specific obligations must be completed by The Property Owner. 
Property Owner has full financial and security responsibility for all materials delivered 
to work site. Includes but is not limited to deliveries by The Company, supply 
companies, or delivery services. This includes but is not limited to, theft, vandalism, 
and acts of god. 
Property Owner must clearly mark all sprinkler heads or related hardware, and gas 
lines. 
Property Owner is responsible to pay for all required permit and \the Company will 
apply for the permits. All costs associated with obtaining necessary permits is the sole 
responsibility of Property Owner. These costs are separate and not included in contract 
price. 
Any variation including, but not limited to, modifications, omissions or additions that are 
made to this agreement must be agreed to in writing by both parties detailing the price 
and specifications of such variations. The parties must make a good faith attempt to agree 
on all necessary particulars. Such agreements are to be evidenced in writing, signed by 
the parties and added to this contract. Failure to reach agreement will be deemed a 
dispute to be resolved as agreed in Paragraph Titled Dispute Resolution. 
The parties agree this Contract may be amended, however any amendment, or Rider to 

this Contract must be in writing and signed by both parties. 
Customer acknowledges that any installation dates contained in this contract are 
estimates ONLY and that Innovative Decks failure to meet such estimated installation 
dates is not a valid basis for cancellation of this Contract or for deductions of any kind 
from the agreed contract price, further Innovative Decks shall not be responsible for any 
actual or consequential damages resulting from its failure to meet any estimated 
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installations dates. Jobs may be delayed due to weather conditions, which Innovative 
Decks has no control over. 

Agreement and Acceptance to Pay 

Innovative Decks agrees to furnish material for and install Innovative Decks as described 
above and the Customer authorizes work to commence and agrees to pay the price 
described above as specified at the time of installation. All materials used in the 
construction of the Innovative Decks and Gazebos are guaranteed for (3) years against 
defects in workmanship, except for paint or stain furnishes, mechanical gate closer and 
locking mechanisms, for which there are no guarantees promised or offered. Customer 
failure to pay in accordance with the terms and conditions set forth herein shall nullify 
any and all warranties and guarantees, either explicit or implied, which otherwise would 
have been in place. 

Date: 

Per: 

ACCEPTANCE OF PROPOSAL 

The above prices, specifications, and conditions are satisfactory and are hereby accepted. 
Authorization is given and payment as specified above. 

Customer signature:------------------
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