
 Minutes of the Village of Tinley Park Zoning Board of Appeals Meeting  

                  September 10, 2020         

Page 1 of 18 

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE  

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS, VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK, 

COOK AND WILL COUNTIES, ILLINOIS 

 

 

September 10, 2020 

 

 

  

 

The meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals, Village of Tinley Park, Illinois, was held in the Council 

Chambers located in the Village Hall of Tinley Park, 16250 Oak Park Avenue, Tinley Park, IL on 

September 10, 2020.  

 

At this time, CHAIRMAN SEPESSY, stated the meeting was being held remotely consistent with Governor 

Pritzker’s Executive Order 2020-07, Executive Order 2020-10, Executive Order 2020-18, Executive Order 

2020-32, Executive Order 2020-33, Executive Order 2020-39, and Executive Order 2020-44, which 

collectively suspends the Illinois Open Meetings Act requirements regarding in-person attendance by 

members of a public body during the duration of the Gubernatorial Disaster Proclamation, issued on June 

26, 2020, the members of the Village Board will be participating in the meeting through teleconference.  

 

A live stream of the electronic meeting will be broadcasted at Village Hall. Pursuant to Governor's 

Executive Order No. 2020-43 and CDC guidelines, no more than 50 people or 50% of the maximum 

capacity will be allowed in the Council Chambers at any one time, so long as attendees comply with social 

distancing guidelines. Anyone in excess of the maximum limit will be asked to wait in another room with 

a live feed to the meeting until the agenda item for which the person or persons would like to speak on is 

being discussed or until the open floor for public comments. CHAIRMAN SEPESSY confirmed 

Commissioners and Staff were able to communicate.  All replied affirmatively.  CHAIRMAN SEPESSY 

then addressed ground rules for the effective and clear conduct of Plan Commission business. 

 

Secretary Bennett called the roll.   

 

ROLL CALL 

 

Zoning Board Members:   Steven Sepessy, Chairman 

Jennifer Vargas  

Robert Paszczyk (Participated Electronically) 

     Donald Bettenhausen (Participated Electronically) 

      

Absent Zoning Board Members:  None  

 

Village Officials and Staff:  Dan Ritter, Senior Planner 

     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 September 10, 2020 at 7:00 p.m.  
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COMMUNICATIONS 

 

None 

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 

Minutes of the August 13, 2020 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.     

 

AYES:  COMMISSIONERS BETTENHAUSEN, PASZCZYK, VARGAS & CHAIRMAN SEPESSY 

NAYS:  None 

 

 

CHAIRMAN SEPESSY declared the Minute approved by voice call.   
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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 SEPTEMBER 10, 2020 REGULAR MEETING OF THE 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 

Item #1 PUBLIC HEARING: TEVA AND HOLLY MAJCHRZAK, 17549 66TH AVENUE –  

FRONT YARD SETBACK VARIATION 

Consider recommending that the Village Board grant Teva and Holly Majchrzak (property 

owners) a Variation from Section V.B. Schedule II (Lot, Yard, Bulk Regulations) of the 

Zoning Code at the property located at 17549 66th Avenue in the R-2 (Single-Family 

Residential) Zoning District. This Variation would permit the Petitioner to construct home 

addition that is located 25 feet from the front yard lot line instead of the required minimum 

setback of 30 feet. The addition would match the existing structure’s nonconforming 

setback, which is at 25 feet. 

 

Board Members:    Steven Sepessy, Chairman 

Jennifer Vargas 

Robert Paszczyk (Participated Electronically) 

     Donald Bettenhausen (Participated Electronically) 

 

Absent Zoning Board Members:  None 

 

Village Officials and Staff:  Dan Ritter, Senior Planner 

     Barbara Bennett, Commission Secretary   

 

Guests:     Teva Majchrzak, Petitioner  

      

A Motion was made by COMMISSIONER VARGAS, seconded by COMMISSIONER PASZCZYK, to 

open the Public Hearing for Teva and Holly Majchrzak (property owners) a Variation from Section V.B. 

Schedule II (Lot, Yard, Bulk Regulations) of the Zoning Code at the property located at 17549 66th Avenue 

in the R-2 (Single-Family Residential) Zoning District.   

AYES:  COMMISSIONERS BETTENHAUSEN, PASZCZYK, VARGAS & CHAIRMAN SEPESSY 

NAYS:  None 

 

CHAIRMAN SEPESSY declared the Motion approved by voice call.  

 

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 policy. 

 

Dan Ritter, Senior Planner gave a presentation as noted in the Staff Report. The Petitioners, Teva and Holly 

Majchrzk are requesting a Variation from Section V.B. Schedule II (Lot, Yard, Bulk Regulations) of the 

Zoning Code at the property located at 17549 66th Avenue in the R-2 (Single-Family Residential) Zoning 

District.  This Variation would permit the Petitioner to construct home addition that is located 25 feet from 

the front yard lot line instead of the required minimum setback of 30 feet. The addition would match the 

existing structure’s nonconforming setback, which is at 25 feet.  
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The proposed home addition and changes to the existing home exterior will continue to match the existing 

home’s non-conforming setback of 25 feet. As a legal-nonconforming structure, the existing home is 

permitted to remain at its current location, but the non-conformity cannot be expanded or enlarged. The 

requested Variation will bring the existing home into conformance and allow for the addition as well. 

The proposed addition is fairly significant as it is larger than the existing home. The alternative of meeting 

the code requirement would mean setting the addition back five feet from the existing structure’s setback 

and will make the addition more apparent. The Petitioner prefers that the home addition remains in character 

with the existing architecture without the appearance of being a “tacked-on" addition.  Maintaining the 

same setback for the addition as the existing home is in keeping with the majority of the homes on the east 

side of the block; only a few of the newer homes are constructed at the zoning district’s 30-foot required 

setback. All other Zoning Code requirements will be met. 

Mr. Ritter displayed a photo of the existing home.  The subject property is a 29,996 sq. ft. interior lot that 

is 110 feet in width. The subject lot is similar in size and width as most lots in the Tinley Park Estates 

neighborhood that have deep backyards. The subdivision was constructed in the early 1920-1940s without 

sidewalks as was typical of the time. The majority of the area was developed prior to the adoption of the 

Village’s modern Zoning and Development Code requirements. 

The subject property’s two-story home was constructed around 1931 and is ~1,960 sq. ft. The existing 

property has a detached garage, above ground pool, deck, and pergolas. All accessory structures are 

expected to remain on the site as currently constructed. 

The subject property is zoned R-2 (Single-Family Residential). All surrounding properties also have single-

family homes located on them. The properties to the north, south, and east are in the same R-2 zoning 

district and subdivision. The properties to the west across 66th Avenue are zoned R-4 (Single-Family 

Residential).  

As with many of the older subdivisions in Tinley Park (near the downtown) the properties were annexed 

and subdivided in the 1890s and early 1900s, usually by a single owner who built their home and then 

slowly sold off the remaining lots for development to other individuals. These areas were developed over 

a longer period of time and have a variety of different architectural styles, building codes, and zoning 

requirements. Due to the changing code requirements over time, there are a variety of non-conforming 

aspects of properties that do not conform to existing code requirements or zoning districts. The most 

common non-conforming aspects of residential lots are in regards to front and side yard setbacks, as well 

as exterior masonry requirements (enacted in the 1960s). However, while these aspects may be non-

conforming to the current code, some of these non-conforming aspects are unique in regards to being 

consistent with the overall nature of a neighborhood’s development. This is especially prevalent when being 

applied to additions on existing structures, as compared to a new structure that can more easily comply with 

the current code requirements. 

The Petitioner is looking to construct an approximately 2,179 sq. ft. addition on the south side of the existing 

1,960 sq. ft. home. The addition will include a large front porch and some façade work on the existing 

home. The resulting home will be 4,139 sq. ft. in size. The addition is proposed to be constructed at the 

same setback line as the existing home, which is setback at 25 feet. The area was developed prior to the 

adoption of the Village’s current zoning code requirements, which require a 30-foot front yard setback. 

Non-conformities cannot be expanded upon, a Variation is required for an addition to encroach into the 

zoning district’s required front yard setback. 
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To meet the code requirements, the addition would need to meet the 30-foot setback. However, this 

alternative creates a 5-foot jog in the home’s front elevation which impacts the alignment and utility of the 

front porch and is not the preferred visual appearance for the Petitioner. Additionally, it accentuates the 

addition, instead of blending the existing home and addition’s elevations together. The Petitioner believes 

meeting the code requirement is likely to make the addition look more out of place than matching the 

existing setback. 

• Porch - A front porch is being added to the front elevation of the home and is permitted to extend 

up to 35% of the front yard setback. With a proposed front set back of 25 feet, this will allow up to 

an 8.75-foot deep porch to extend into the required front yard setback, which is the amount being 

proposed. The porch would be 16.25 ft. from the front property line. The porch encroachment is 

permitted to encroach porches with roofs that tie into existing structures and provide a more 

traditional residential streetscape that encroaches neighbor interaction. 

 

• Masonry/Exterior Materials – The requirement for new residential homes is that they are 

constructed of first-floor brick or stone. With home additions, they are permitted to match the 

existing home’s materials or can make any changes that come closer into compliance with the 

requirements for a new home. The existing structure is constructed of CMU block wall around the 

base of the home and the majority of the exterior is horizontal lap siding. The new elevations will 

include similar horizontal siding but will add stone piers, board & batten style siding, trim elements, 

and a standing seam metal roof over the porch. The goal of their design is to add architectural 

interest to the front elevation. 

 

• Existing Block/Neighborhood Development - The majority (82% of properties) on the east side of 

the block have homes with siding as the primary material. Masonry is used on only two homes that 

were constructed later than the rest of the area (~1960s). There are only three homes on the block 

(27%) on the east side of this block that have 30-foot front yard setbacks. All of the other homes 

(73%) have similar 25-foot setbacks as the subject property. In this regard, the proposed setback 

and overall design of the home appear to match the existing elements of this neighborhood. 

 

CHAIRMAN SEPESSY asked for comments from the Commissioners. 

COMMISSIONER PASCZCYK inquired if the home immediately to the south has a 25 ft. setback also. 

He also inquired if the porch will extend to the existing pool area.   

Mr. Ritter replied that the home to south has a 25 ft. setback and the home to the north has a 30 ft. 

setback.  The addition will meet in line with the home to the south.  Mr. Ritter replied that the porch will 

not extend to the pool, but the deck in back will come up to the house.  The porch is in the front on the 

west side of the house.  The deck is in the back. 

COMMISSIONER BETTENHAUSEN inquired is the building behind to the east of  the 25 ft. building 

line. Will the porch be on the building line? 

Mr. Ritter replied that the house will be on at the 25 ft. building line and the porch will go further west 

than that, which is permitted by the code.  Porches can go into the front yard closer to the property line.   

CHAIRMAN SEPESSY asked Mr. Majchrzk to address the Commission. CHAIRMAN SEPESSY swore 

in the Petitioner. 

 

Mr. Majchrzk noted Mr. Ritter covered everything.  Our addition is being done so his in-laws can move in.   
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A Motion was made by COMMISSIONER VARGAS, seconded by COMMISSIONER 

BETTENHAUSEN, to close  the Public Hearing for Teva and Holly Majchrzak (property owners) a 

Variation from Section V.B. Schedule II (Lot, Yard, Bulk Regulations) of the Zoning Code at the property 

located at 17549 66th Avenue in the R-2 (Single-Family Residential) Zoning District.   

AYES:  COMMISSIONERS BETTENHAUSEN, PASZCZYK, VARGAS & CHAIRMAN SEPESSY 

NAYS:  None 

 

CHAIRMAN SEPESSY declared the Motion approved by voice call.  

 

Mr. Ritter noted the Standards for Variation. 

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 site can yield a reasonable return; however, an expansion of the home is 

permitted and will have a more attractive curb appearance by meeting the existing 

home’s front yard setback that is similar to the established setback on the block. 

 

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

• The existing structure has a legal non-conforming setback due to its development prior 

to modern zoning code requirements. The setback is similar to other homes on the block 

developed at the same time period. The proposal will make for a more attractive 

appearance than having a 5-foot jog in the existing and proposed addition, as is 

permitted by-right. 

 

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

• The reduced setback is largely established on the block by homes constructed in the same 

time period. The setback, home design, and materials fit into the surrounding 

neighborhood’s established character. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT: 

None 

 

A Motion was made by COMMISSIONER BETTENHAUSEN, seconded by COMMISSIONER 

PASCZCYK to recommend that the Village Board grant an five-foot setback Variation to the Petitioners, 

Teva and Holly Majchrzak, from Section V.B. Schedule II of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit a front yard 

setback of 25 feet where the required front yard setback is 30 feet on the existing home and the proposed 

addition at 17549 66th Avenue in the R-2 (Single Family Residential) zoning district, consistent with the 

List of Submitted Plans and adopt Findings of Fact as proposed in the September 10, 2020 Staff Report, 

subject to the following condition:  

• The approval is subject to final engineering, building, and fire department approvals of the 

structure and site grading prior to issuance of any permits. 

AYES:  COMMISSIONERS BETTENHAUSEN, PASZCZYK, VARGAS & CHAIRMAN SEPESSY 

NAYS:  None 

 

CHAIRMAN SEPESSY declared the Motion approved by roll call.  
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This request will be heard at the October 6, 2020 Village Board Meeting. 

 

GOOD OF THE ORDER:   

1. The corner fence on Arcadia and the shed setback Variation on Odell were heard and approved 

at the Village Board. 

2. There are three projects going on in the downtown area.   

• South Street is now three stories and almost to the top. 

• Banging Gavel has started their patio/stage and interior improvements.   

• Avocado Theory has started their foundation work on the old Electric Blue DJ.  They will 

have an outdoor patio.  

3. Food and Fuel is going in on 183rd Street and they have submitted to have a car wash at that 

facility.  This will be slightly to the south of the current location.  

CHAIRMAN SEPESSY inquired about the Plaza on 159th and Harlem.  What is the plan.   

Mr. Ritter replied there are two projects.   

• One is the Tinley Plaza on the east side of the Harlem.  They will be demolishing a part of 

this and they will build a new building  that will house a new grocer and a soft goods 

retailer that has not been announced.  They will redo the façade for everything north of 

Walt’s.  This is in Phase 2 of the redevelopment of this center.  Walt’s will be leaving 

within the next year.   

• The other is on the west side of Harlem where Pete’s warehouse will be going into the old 

K-Mart building.  By 2022 they will start construction on a new Pete’s Fresh Market to the 

west of the K-Mart site.   

RECEIVE COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 

None at this time. 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

There being no further business, a Motion was made by ZONING BOARD MEMBER PASZCZYK, 

seconded by ZONING BOARD MEMBER VARGAS, to adjourn the Regular Meeting of the Zoning Board 

of Appeals of September 10, 2020 at 7:32 p.m. The Motion was unanimously approved by voice call.  

AYES:  COMMISSIONERS BETTENHAUSEN, PASZCZYK, VARGAS & CHAIRMAN SEPESSY 

NAYS:  None 

 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS CHAIRMAN STEPHEN SEPESSY declared the meeting adjourned. 
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September 10, 2020 – Public Hearing 

 

Front Yard Setback Variation - Majchrzak 

17549 66th Avenue 

 

 

 

The Petitioners, Teva and Holly Majchrzak (Property Owners), are requesting a five-foot front yard 

setback Variation from Section V.B. Schedule II (Lot, Yard, Bulk Regulations) of the Zoning Ordinance 

to permit a residential home addition to be constructed with a front yard setback of 25 feet instead 

of the required 30-foot setback on the property at 17549 66th Avenue in the R-2 (Single-Family 

Residential) zoning district. 

 

The proposed home addition and changes to the existing home exterior will continue to match the 

existing home’s non-conforming setback of 25 feet. As a legal-nonconforming structure, the existing 

home is permitted to remain at its current location, but the non-conformity cannot be expanded or 

enlarged. The requested Variation will bring the existing home into conformance and allow for the 

addition as well. 
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The proposed addition is fairly significant as it is larger than the existing home. The alternative of 

meeting the code requirement would mean setting the addition back five feet from the existing 

structure’s setback and will make the addition more apparent. The Petitioner prefers that the home 

addition remains in character with the existing architecture without the appearance of being a 

“tacked-on" addition.  Maintaining the same setback for the addition as the existing home is in keeping 

with the majority of the homes on the east side of the block; only a few of the newer homes are 

constructed at the zoning district’s 30-foot required setback. All other Zoning Code requirements will 

be met.  
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The subject property is a 29,996 

sq. ft. interior lot that is 110 feet 

in width. The subject lot is 

similar in size and width as most 

lots in the Tinley Park Estates 

neighborhood that have deep 

backyards. The subdivision was 

constructed in the early 1920-

1940s without sidewalks as was 

typical of the time. The majority 

of the area was developed prior 

to the adoption of the Village’s 

modern Zoning and 

Development Code 

requirements. 
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The subject property’s two-story home was constructed around 1931 and is ~1,960 sq. ft. The existing 

property has a detached garage, above ground pool, deck, and pergolas. All accessory structures are 

expected to remain on the site as currently constructed. 
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The subject property is zoned R-2 

(Single-Family Residential). All 

surrounding properties also have single-

family homes located on them. The 

properties to the north, south, and east 

are in the same R-2 zoning district and 

subdivision. The properties to the west 

across 66th Avenue are zoned R-4 

(Single-Family Residential).  

 

As with many of the older subdivisions 

in Tinley Park (near the downtown) the 

properties were annexed and 

subdivided in the 1890s and early 1900s, 

usually by a single owner who built their 

home and then slowly sold off the 

remaining lots for development to other 

individuals. These areas were developed 

over a longer period of time and have a variety of different architectural styles, building codes, and 

zoning requirements. Due to the changing code requirements over time, there are a variety of non-

conforming aspects of properties that do not conform to existing code requirements or zoning 

districts. The most common non-conforming aspects of residential lots are in regards to front and 

side yard setbacks, as well as exterior masonry requirements (enacted in the 1960s). However, while 

these aspects may be non-conforming to the current code, some of these non-conforming aspects 

are unique in regards to being consistent with the overall nature of a neighborhood’s development. 

This is especially prevalent when being applied to additions on existing structures, as compared to a 

new structure that can more easily comply with the current code requirements. 

 

 

The Petitioner is looking to construct an approximately 2,179 sq. ft. addition on the south side of the 

existing 1,960 sq. ft. home. The addition will include a large front porch and some façade work on the 

existing home. The resulting home will be 4,139 sq. ft. in size. The addition is proposed to be 

constructed at the same setback line as the existing home, which is setback at 25 feet. The area was 

developed prior to the adoption of the Village’s current zoning code requirements, which require a 

30-foot front yard setback. Non-conformities cannot be expanded upon, a Variation is required for an 

addition to encroach into the zoning district’s required front yard setback. 
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To meet the code requirements, the addition would need to meet the 30-foot setback. However, this 

alternative creates a 5-foot jog in the home’s front elevation which impacts the alignment and utility 

of the front porch and is not the preferred visual appearance for the Petitioner. Additionally, it 

accentuates the addition, instead of blending the existing home and addition’s elevations together. 

The Petitioner believes meeting the code requirement is likely to make the addition look more out of 

place than matching the existing setback. 

 

• Porch - A front porch is being added to the front elevation of the home and is permitted to 

extend up to 35% of the front yard setback. With a proposed front set back of 25 feet, this will 

allow up to an 8.75-foot deep porch to extend into the required front yard setback, which is 

the amount being proposed. The porch would be 16.25 ft. from the front property line. The 

porch encroachment is permitted to encroach porches with roofs that tie into existing 

structures and provide a more traditional residential streetscape that encroaches neighbor 

interaction. 
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Above: Front Elevation 

Above: Rear Elevation 

• Masonry/Exterior Materials – The requirement for new residential homes is that they are 

constructed of first-floor brick or stone. With home additions, they are permitted to match the 

existing home’s materials or can make any changes that come closer into compliance with the 

requirements for a new home. The existing structure is constructed of CMU block wall around 

the base of the home and the majority of the exterior is horizontal lap siding. The new 

elevations will include similar horizontal siding but will add stone piers, board & batten style 
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siding, trim elements, and a standing seam metal roof over the porch. The goal of their design 

is to add architectural interest to the front elevation. 

 

• Existing Block/Neighborhood Development - The majority (82% of properties) on the east side 

of the block have homes with siding as the primary material. Masonry is used on only two 

homes that were constructed later than the rest of the area (~1960s). There are only three 

homes on the block (27%) on the east side of this block that have 30-foot front yard setbacks. 

All of the other homes (73%) have similar 25-foot setbacks as the subject property. In this 

regard, the proposed setback and overall design of the home appear to match the existing 

elements of this neighborhood. 

 

Section X.G.4. of the Zoning Ordinance states the Zoning Board of Appeals shall not recommend a 

Variation of the regulations of the Zoning Ordinance unless it shall have made Findings of Fact, based 

upon the evidence presented for each of the Standards for Variations listed below. The Zoning Board 

of Appeals must provide findings for the first three standards; the remaining standards are provided 

to help the Zoning Board of Appeals further analyze the request. Staff prepared draft responses for 

the Findings of Fact below.  

 

4. 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 site can yield a reasonable return; however, an expansion of the home is 

permitted and will have a more attractive curb appearance by meeting the existing 

home’s front yard setback that is similar to the established setback on the block. 

 

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

• The existing structure has a legal non-conforming setback due to its development 

prior to modern zoning code requirements. The setback is similar to other homes on 

the block developed at the same time period. The proposal will make for a more 

attractive appearance than having a 5-foot jog in the existing and proposed addition, 

as is permitted by-right. 

 

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

• The reduced setback is largely established on the block by homes constructed in the 

same time period. The setback, home design, and materials fit into the surrounding 

neighborhood’s established character. 

 

7. 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: 
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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. 

 

 

If the Zoning Board of Appeals wishes to act on the Petitioner’s request, an appropriate wording of 

the motion reads as the following:  

 

 

“…make a motion to recommend that the Village Board grant an five-foot setback Variation to the 

Petitioners, Teva and Holly Majchrzak, from Section V.B. Schedule II of the Zoning Ordinance, to 

permit a front yard setback of 25 feet where the required front yard setback is 30 feet on the existing 

home and the proposed addition at 17549 66th Avenue in the R-2 (Single Family Residential) zoning 

district, consistent with the List of Submitted Plans and adopt Findings of Fact as proposed in the 

September 10, 2020 Staff Report, subject to the following condition:  

 

• The approval is subject to final engineering, building, and fire department approvals 

of the structure and site grading prior to issuance of any permits.” 
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[any conditions that the ZBA would like to add] 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Submitted Sheet Name Prepared By Date On Sheet 

 Standards for a Variation Responses Petitioner 7-30-20 

(Submitted 8-18-20) 

 Plat of Survey JNT Land Surveying 5.18.20 

T1 - SP1 

(22 pgs) 

Majchrzak Residence, Single Family 

Home Addition – Architecture Plans 

Aiello Architecture 

Design 

7.29.20 

  


