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MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE  
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS, VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK, 
COOK AND WILL COUNTIES, ILLINOIS 

 
October 10, 2019 
 

 
  

The Regular Meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals was held in the Council Chambers at the Village of 
Tinley Park, 16250 Oak Park Avenue on October 10, 2019 at 7:00 p.m. 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
Zoning Board Members:   Steven Sepessy, Chairman 

Robert Paszczyk 
     Donald Bettenhausen  

Jennifer Vargas 
 
Absent Zoning Board Members:  James Fritts 

Kellie Schuch 
 
Village Officials and Staff:  Dan Ritter, Senior Planning  
     Barbara Bennett, Commission Secretary    
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS CHAIRMAN, STEVEN SEPESSY called to order the Regular Meeting 
of the Zoning Board of Appeals on October 10, 2019 at 7:01 p.m.  
 
COMMUNICATIONS 
 
None 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
Minutes of the August 22, 2019 Zoning Board of Appeals Meeting was presented for approval. A Motion 
was made by ZONING BOARD MEMBER PASZCZYK, seconded by ZONING BOARD MEMBER 
BETTENHAUSEN, to approve the Minutes as presented. The Motion was approved by voice call.   
CHAIRMAN SEPESSY declared the Minutes 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 OCTOBER 10, 2019 REGULAR MEETING OF THE ZONING 

BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Item #1 PUBLIC HEARING:  AKRAM AREKAT – 16440 84TH AVENUE 

REAR YARD SETBACK VARIATION  
 
The Petitioner Akram Arekat (Property Owner) is seeking a rear yard setback Variation 
from Section V.B. Schedule II of the Zoning Ordinance to construct a home addition 
(sunroom) for the property located at 16440 84th Avenue in the R-4 PD (Single Family 
Residential, Cherry Hill Farms PUD) Zoning District. The requested ten foot rear yard 
setback variation will allow the petitioner to construct a 150 sq. ft. (12.5’ x 12’) home 
addition in their rear yard located 20 feet from the rear yard property line, instead of the 
required 30 feet. A masonry waiver will also be requested to construct the addition with 
primarily glass and metal materials instead of matching face brick as required by the Tinley 
Park Building Code. 

 
Board Members:    Steven Sepessy, Chairman 

Robert Paszczyk 
     Donald Bettenhausen  

Jennifer Vargas 
 
Absent Zoning Board Members:  James Fritts 

Kellie Schuch 
 
Village Officials and Staff:  Dan Ritter, Senior Planner 
     Barbara Bennett, Commission Secretary   
 
Guests:     Mr. & Mrs. Arekat, Petitioners 
     Mr. Massi, Contractor 
     Mr. & Mrs. Calomino, Neighbors 
 
A Motion was made by COMMISSIONER PASZCZYK, seconded by COMMISSIONER 
BETTENHAUSEN, to open the Public Hearing for Akram Arekat, 16440 84th Avenue, Rear Yard Setback 
Variation and Masonry Waiver. The Motion was approved by voice call. CHAIRMAN SEPESSY declared  
the Motion approved.  
 
CHAIRMAN SEPESSY noted that Village Staff provided confirmation that appropriate notice regarding 
the Public Hearing was published in the local newspaper in accordance with State law and Village  
 
CHAIRMAN SEPESSY requested anyone present in the audience who wished to give testimony, comment, 
engage in cross-examination, or ask questions during the Hearing stand and be sworn in. Chairman Sepessy 
swore the petitioner and members of the public in. 
 
Dan Ritter, Senior Planner gave a presentation as noted in the Staff Report. The Petitioner is requesting a 
10 foot Variation from the required rear yard setback is 30 feet to construct a 150 sq. ft. home addition (3-
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season sunroom) to be constructed 20 feet from the property with an exterior comprised of metal and wood, 
instead of the required brick.   
 
The existing site is a 7,700 sq. ft. lot that is 70’ x 110’.  This is similar in size and width to the rest of the 
neighborhood of Cherry Hill Farms.  The existing property has a split-level single-family home on it. The 
rear yard is fenced with a mix between privacy and chain-link fence.  There is an existing patio where they 
plan to put the addition.  The back yard is heavily landscaped.   
 
The subject property is zoned R-4 PD (Single-family Residential, Cherry Hill Farms Planned Unit 
Development). The lots are a bit smaller.  All Surrounding properties also have single-family homes located 
on them. The property to the east across 84th Avenue is zoned R-3 (Single-family Residential). 
 
The Cherry Hill Farms subdivision was developed as a Planned Unit Development (PUD) in the 1970s and 
was permitted to be of a higher density with smaller lots and setbacks than a typical R-4 zoned subdivision. 
The plan at the time was to create a subdivision and zoning for single-family homes that bridged the R-4 
and R-5 zoning districts. Many of the homes were approved to encroach into the typical R-4 required 
setbacks and essentially maxed-out most of each lot’s buildable envelope. The goal of this was to increase 
the quality of the construction with all brick first floors. They also wanted to increase park/open space, 
lowering home prices and maintain a traditional single-family neighborhood feel.   
 
There were two previous similar Variation requests in the nearby neighborhood. One request was for a rear 
yard setback Variation to construct a sunroom that encroached into the required rear yard setback.  The 
Variation was unanimously recommended for denial by the ZBA and subsequently denied by the Village 
Board.  That proposed sunroom was larger (240 sq. ft. compared to the proposed 150 sq. ft.) and the setback 
request was much greater (12 ft from the property line compared to the proposed 20 ft.).  The proposed 
structure would be 15 ft. from the neighbor’s principal structure and visible from the public way.   
 
The second variation request was granted for a rear yard setback variation for a rear home addition in 2007.  
It was found during the public hearing that the property was unique and the Variation was deemed 
acceptable because its rear yard back up to a creek and a large open space.  The proposed addition did not 
encroach towards another residential property and it was not visible from any public right-of-way. 
 
The Petitioner is proposing to replace an existing patio area with a 150 sq. ft. (12.5’ x 12’) three-season 
room addition.  The addition will be attached to the existing principal structure, which is currently set back 
32’ from the rear property line.  The proposed addition will be 20’ from the rear property line instead of the 
required 30’.  The structure will be approximately 65’ from the west neighbor’s house that the addition will 
be encroaching toward.  The garage on the neighboring property to the west would screen the addition from 
view from any public right-of-way.   
 
The proposed addition would be constructed primarily of wood and metal framing with glass and a 
prefabricated roof.  The addition will not comply with the masonry requirements.  The ZBA will be asked 
to provide a recommendation to the Community Development Committee, who will review the Masonry 
Waiver at their October 22, 2019 meeting.   
 
Masonry requirements for additions ensure that home additions comply with similar building standards as 
the original development was subject to.  Exterior building materials can affect the value of properties.  In 
this case the entire first-floor is comprised of brick and any addition must also be constructed of brick.   
 
The subject lot does not have room to expand in the rear or side of their house within the required setbacks.  
There is an opportunity to expand in the front of the house where a home addition, enclosed porch, or 
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sunroom could be constructed in compliance with the Code.  This option was presented to the Petitioner 
who preferred to proceed with the rear yard sunroom Variation.  
 
CHAIRMAN SEPESSY asked for questions from the Commissioners. 
 
COMMISSIONER VARGAS inquired if masonry could be put around the bottom of the sunroom and still 
have windows above.  She also inquired if this addition could be converted to a bedroom.  Mr. Ritter replied 
the bottom base could be masonry and also between the windows brick could be installed but requires more 
custom work than their proposal. Mr. Ritter replied that to convert it to living space, they would have to get 
building permits and meet some different building codes. Energy codes, insulation and also egress 
requirements would have to be addressed, but it could potentially be converted to living space. 
 
CHAIRMAN SEPESSY asked the Petitioner to speak. 
 
Mr. Massi, Contractor noted it would be possible to install an thin brick along the solid bottom of the room 
addition, instead of glass.   
 
Mr. Arekat, Petitioner noted his wife is allergic to bees and will not be able to sit in the backyard. There is 
a large distance between his yard and the neighbor behind him and the addition will not be visible to anyone 
but the neighbors. 
 
Mr. & Mrs. Calomino of 16433 Surrey Drive, noted they are the neighbors directly to the west and the 
Arekat’s are wonderful neighbors.  We have no objection to the addition.  The size of the addition will not 
be any bigger than the temporary gazebo that is currently on the patio.  Because the detached garage is 
between us and the addition, it will not be very visible.  The distance is not an issue for us and support their 
Variation request. 
 
COMMISSIONER PASCZCYK inquired about the size of sunroom compared to the current patio and will 
it sit on the area where the existing patio is.  Mr. Arekat replied that the sunroom would cover the patio 
door on the back of the house and would take up a portion of the patio.  Mr. Massi noted the sunroom would 
be 3” beyond the patio door.  They would be removing the step down from the door.  He would be putting 
down new cement footings.  The current patio is 12’ x 16’ and only part of it will be covered by the addition. 
 
A Motion was made by COMMISSIONER PASZCZYK, seconded by COMMISSIONER 
BETTENHAUSEN, to close the Public Hearing for Akram Arekat, 16440 84th Avenue, Rear Yard  
Setback Variation and Masonry Waiver. The Motion was approved by voice call. CHAIRMAN SEPESSY  
declared the Motion approved.  
 
CHAIRMAN SEPESSY noted the structure looks like it would be fire safe.  Is there anything that we need 
to be made aware of regarding fire safety? Mr. Ritter replied that this would be reviewed by the fire 
department at the time of the permit.    
 
COMMISSIONER BETTENHAUSEN noted he has a lot of concern about the density.  In this area, there 
are a lot of detached garages and other things in the back yards of this neighborhood.  This sunroom will 
back up to a garage and not to the person’s house.  If it did not go towards a garage, he would have a much 
bigger issue with the proposal.  These lots were designed to have bigger and nicer houses with the remaining 
open space.  Mr. Ritter replied that there are some homes with attached garages that have been revised to 
be living space and those people build detached garages. Detached garages do have lesser setback 
requirements than anything that is attached to the principal structure. 
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COMMISSIONER BETTENHAUSEN is also opposed to the imitation brick. Mr. Massi noted he has 
previously installed this brick in Tinley Park and it is typically acceptable. Mr. Ritter noted the Village does 
approve the thin brick. If the whole bottom is brick and not around the windows, he would inquire if a 
masonry waiver would still be necessary. 
 
COMMISSIONER PASCZYK inquired about the electric and heat. Mr. Massi replied the electric would 
be installed by a licensed electrician and there is no heat in a three-season room. There will be architectural 
drawings for the addition submitted with the permit that will be reviewed to meet code. 
 
COMMISSIONER BETTENHAUSEN noted there was no testimony that this meets the Standards for 
Variation and did not hear a unique hardship, thus he cannot support it but the Village Board can consider 
other things the ZBA cannot. 
 
CHAIRMAN SEPESSY noted he would like to see this approved due to the location of the structure on the 
property being behind the neighbor’s garage.  He inquired if the Petitioner agreed to place matching brick 
on the base of the structure. The Petitioner agreed to place brick on the base of the addition. The requirement 
will be added as a recommended condition. 
 
COMMISSIONER VARGAS noted she does have an issue with the increased density in the neighborhood 
and is struggling with the lack of uniqueness with the property. However, due to the proposed location on 
the property, being shielded by the neighbor’s garage, and not visible from the street, and because the 
structure has a lot of glass and looks very open, she feels this should be approved. 
 
COMMISSIONER BETTENHAUSEN noted if approved, it would set a precedence.  This does not meet 
the Standards for a Variation and could make enforcing the code more difficult later. 
 
Mr. Ritter went through the Revised Standards for Variations based upon the Zoning Board of Appeals 
discussion and direction: 
 

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. 
• The subject parcel can yield a reasonable return under the conditions of the district it is 

located and an addition is not required for the owner’s ability to yield a reasonable return 
on their property. However, the addition at the front of the property is not as desirable as 
the rear due to the traffic on 84th Avenue. The addition would remain far away from 
neighboring homes and would not be visible from any public streets. 

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

• The subject property has a large amount of separation between neighboring principal 
structures. The addition’s location will not be visible from the public right of way or 
visibly increase density in the neighborhood. 84th Avenue is a busy street where a largely 
glass addition would not be beneficial or blend in well with the existing architecture. 

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

• While the addition will increase density and reduce some open space, the location will 
not be visible from the public right of way and thus will not visibly increase density in the 
neighborhood. The three-season room addition will replace and existing temporary patio 
cover and is a typical addition in a single-family neighborhood. 
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4. Additionally, 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. 

 
A Motion was made by COMMISSIONER PASCZCYK, seconded by COMMISSIONER 
BETTENHAUSEN to recommend that the Village Board grant an ten foot setback Variation to the 
Petitioner, Akram Arekat, from Section V.B. Schedule II of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit a rear yard 
setback of 20 feet where the required rear yard setback is 30 feet to construct a 150 sq. ft. home addition, 
at 16440 84th Avenue in the R-4 PD (Single Family Residential, Cherry Hill Farms PUD) zoning district, 
consistent with the List of Submitted Plans as attached herein and adopt Findings of Fact as proposed by 
Village Staff, and as may be amended by the Zoning Board of Appeals at this meeting. 

…with the following conditions:  

a. The approval is subject to engineering, building, and fire department approvals of the 
structure and site grading prior to issuance of any permits. 
 

b. Face brick or brick veneer be used around the 18” base of the addition that matches the 
existing home’s brick in style, texture, and color. 
 

AYES:  VARGAS, PASCZCYK, CHAIRMAN SEPESSY 

NAYS:  BETTENHAUSEN  

CHAIRMAN SEPESSY declared the Motion approved. 
 
This will go to the Village Board on November 5, 2019 for first reading. The Second reading/approval 
would be on December 3, 2019. Because of the second November Village Board meeting was canceled, 
they would inquire about possible adoption on the first meeting. 
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GOOD OF THE ORDER:   

Mr. Ritter noted: 

1. North Street had a grand opening.  October 22, 2019 CD Meeting will unveil some more fine-tuned 
details of the Plaza construction. Anticipating construction starting next year.   

2. The Encore/North Street development is on the same timeline as the Plaza.  There will be property 
swapping.  Coming to the Plan Commission for review soon.  

3. The Boulevard is very close to getting their permit.  Getting the foundation in this year is still the 
expected goal. 

4. SIP Wine Bar, moving along.  There is a grant for additional façade work that was approved. 
5. Vet Clinic on Oak Park Avenue is finishing up their façade work and buildout.  Landscaping and 

sprinkler work is complete. 
6. A new Holliday Inn was approved by the Village Board.  The Convention Center hotel has a new 

owner will switch brands in the near future and will no longer be a Holliday Inn. 
7. The Hernandez addition reviewed by the ZBA in August was approved by Village Board.  Work 

will likely be pushed to spring once they have  
8. Planning Department went to APA Illinois Convention.  There is Commissioner training available 

at this meeting next year if anyone is interested.   
9. October 24, 2019 ZBA Meeting canceled due to a lack of agenda items.  

 
COMMISSIONER PASCZCYK inquired about train whistles being banned in the Village.  Mr. Ritter 
noted it is a “quiet zone” through Tinley Park, but if they see something on the track or there are gate 
issues, they still use it. If it remains an issue, the Village may be able to inquire as to why. 

COMMISSIONER PASCZCYK inquired if the Village knows what type of cargo is on the train as it 
goes through the Village.  Mr. Ritter replied we do not know typically and regulation is done through 
the state or federally. The Village has very little control over freight traffic and they typically have no 
obligation to share any information. 

COMMISSIONER PASCZCYK inquired about the street construction completion on Harlem Avenue.  
Mr. Ritter replied that is an IDOT owned and maintained road. It is believed they are supposed to have 
resurfacing of the areas that are torn up completed soon. Rain has caused some recent issues and delays. 
The second half of Harlem to 159th Street is being completed next year. 

RECEIVE COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 

None at this time. 

ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no further business, a Motion was made by ZONING BOARD MEMBER VARGAS, seconded 
by ZONING BOARD MEMBER BETTENHAUSEN, to adjourn the Regular Meeting of the Zoning Board 
of Appeals of October 10, 2019 at 8:15 p.m. The Motion was unanimously approved by voice call. ZONING 
BOARD OF APPEALS CHAIRMAN STEPHEN SEPESSY declared the meeting adjourned. 
  


