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AGENDA FOR REGULAR MEETING 
VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 July 27, 2017 – 7:30 P.M. 
Council Chambers 

Village Hall – 16250 S. Oak Park Avenue 
 

Regular Meeting Called to Order 
Pledge of Allegiance 
Roll Call Taken 
Communications 
Approval of Minutes: Minutes of the March 23, 2017 Regular Meeting 
 
Item #1 PUBLIC HEARING: BERRY – 6902 173RD PLACE – VARIATIONS FROM THE 

SETBACK REQUIREMENTS FOR ACCESSORY STRUCTURES (DETACHED 
GARAGE) 
Consider recommending that the Village Board grant the Petitioner, Jan Berry, the 
following Variations from the Zoning Ordinance: 
 
1. A two foot (2’) Variation from Section III.I.e. (Accessory Structures and Uses) of 

the Zoning Ordinance where an accessory structure shall be located no closer than 
five feet (5’) to the side lot line.  

 
2. A one foot, five inch (1’ 5”) Variation from Section III.H.1. (Permitted 

Encroachments in Required Yards) of the Zoning Ordinance where eaves and 
gutters shall not project more than 40% (two feet (2’)) into the required side yard 
setback. 

 
These Variations would allow the Petitioner to construct a new 440 square foot detached 
garage at a three foot (3’) setback with eaves/gutters at a one foot, seven inch (1’ 7”) 
setback from the west property line at 6902 173rd Place in the R-4 (Single-Family 
Residential) Zoning District within Rauhoff’s Subdivision. The existing detached garage 
will be demolished. 

 
Good of the Order 
Receive Comments from the Public 
Adjourn Meeting 
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MINUTES OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK, 

COOK AND WILL COUNTIES, ILLINOIS 
 

MARCH 23, 2017 
 

The regular meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals was held in the Council Chambers of Village Hall on 
March 23, 2017 at 7:30 p.m. 

 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
 
ROLL CALL 

Present and responding to roll call were the following:  

 Zoning Board Chairman:  Chris Verstrate 

Zoning Board Members:  Michael Fitzgerald 
  Bob Paszczyk 
  Dave Samuelson 

Steve Sepessy 
Jennifer Vargas 

 
Zoning Board Member(s) Absent: Paul Lechner 
 
Village Officials and Staff:  Paula Wallrich, Interim Community Development Director 
     Stephanie Kisler, Planner I 

Barbara Bennett, Commission Secretary 
     

  
CALL TO ORDER 
A Motion was made by ZONING BOARD MEMBER PASZCZYK, seconded by ZONING BOARD MEMBER 
FITZGERALD, to open the regular meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals at 7:30 p.m.  THE MOTION WAS 
APPROVED by voice call.  CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE declared the Motion approved. 
 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Minutes of the February 23, 2017 meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals were presented for approval. A 
Motion was made by ZONING BOARD MEMBER PASZCZYK, seconded by ZONING BOARD MEMBER 
SEPESSY, to approve the Minutes as presented. The Motion was approved by voice call.  CHAIRMAN 
VERSTRATE 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 MARCH 23, 2017 MEETING 
 
ITEM #1: PUBLIC HEARING: AURELIO’S – 15901 OAK PARK AVENUE – VARIATION 

FROM THE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF SIGNS TO ALLOW FOR A SECOND WALL 
SIGN ON AN INTERIOR LOT 

 
 Consider whether to recommend to the Village Board to grant the Petitioner, Express signs on 

behalf of Aurelio’s Pizza, a Variation from Section IX.D.3.a. of the Zoning Ordinance to allow 
a second wall sign on the building when only one (1) wall sign is allowed per building frontage.  
This Variation would allow the Petitioner to replace the existing wall sign on the north side of 
the building, which is one (1) of two (2) existing signs on the building, at 15901 Oak Park 
Avenue in the B-3 (General Business and Commercial) Zoning District.  The proposed second 
wall sign measures approximately one foot, eight inches (1’8”) tall by nine feet, three inches 
(9’3”) wide for a total sign face area of 15.36 square feet. 

 
 
Present were the following:  

 Zoning Board Chairman:  Chris Verstrate 

Zoning Board Members:  Michael Fitzgerald 
  Bob Paszczyk 
  Dave Samuelson 

Steve Sepessy 
Jennifer Vargas 

             
             Absent:     Paul Lechner 
  

Village Officials and Staff:  Paula Wallrich, Interim Community Development Director 
     Stephanie Kisler, Planner I 

Barbara Bennett, Commission Secretary 
 

Guests:     Eddie Hartsell Sr., Express Signs 
      

 
A Motion was made by ZONING BOARD MEMBER PASZCZYK, seconded by ZONING BOARD MEMBER 
SEPESSY, to open the Public Hearing at 7:33 p.m.  The motion was approved by voice call.  CHAIRMAN 
VERSTRATE declared the Motion approved. 

 
CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE confirmed Village Staff provided confirmation that appropriate notice regarding 
the Public Hearing was published in the local newspaper in accordance with State law and also sent to the 
surrounding area per Village requirements. 
 
CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE requested the Petitioner and anyone present who wished to give testimony, 
comment, engage in cross-examination or ask questions during the Public Hearing being held this evening stand 
and be sworn in.  
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STEPHANIE KISLER, Planner I, opened the Public Hearing explaining that the Petitioner, Express Signs on 
behalf of Aurelio’s Pizza, is seeking a Variation from Section IX.D.3.a. of the  
Zoning Ordinance to allow a second wall sign on the building when only one (1) wall sign is allowed per 
building frontage.   
 
MS. KISLER added this is an interior lot and has one (1) frontage on a public right-of-way which is Oak Park 
Avenue.  The Variation would allow for a second wall sign which would replace the existing wall sign on the 
north side of the building, which is one (1) of two (2) existing signs on the Aurelio’s building.   
 
MS. KISLER showed a picture of the proposed sign which is one foot, eight inches (1’8”) tall and nine feet, 
three inches (9’3”) wide. This sign is a little smaller than the existing sign.  The existing sign on the north side 
of the building is in need of replacement.  The current sign is internally lit and has fading letter faces.  The 
existing sign is out of date and has some electrical concerns.  The Petitioner will also be replacing the west 
facing wall sign and will remove the shield-shaped signs on the north and west facades.  The Petitioner will 
mount the proposed sign on a new mansard roof constructed on the existing roofline.  The new sign will not 
constitute a roof sign; it will have a wood backing underneath the lettering.  The Petitioner does not want to 
lower the sign to the brick wall because they believe that it would limit visibility from 159th Street and parked 
cars may block the sign.  The sign will be approximately eleven feet (11’) tall at the top and nine feet, four 
inches (9’4”) from the ground to the bottom of the sign.  The new sign will be illuminated and cleaned up nicely 
with red letters that will be equivalent in brightness and the shield logo will be at the left of the channel letters.  
It will be built in compliance with the current electrical code and be safer. The Petitioner may lose some of their 
advertising exposure to 159th Street if they are no longer able to have a north facing sign.   
 
MS. KISLER stated that Staff included several considerations for the ZBA to review in the Staff Report. She 
also noted the Findings of Fact from the Staff Report, including that this request is unique because there is an 
existing sign on the north façade that the Petitioner proposes to replace with a smaller sign. 
 
CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE asked if there was a need for a Variance for the second sign.   MS. KISLER 
replied that Staff was not able to locate a Variance for the existing sign.  She noted that the Village’s Sign 
Regulations could have been different when the signs were originally installed.   
 
ZONING BOARD MEMBER SAMUELSON asked if they currently have a monument sign.  MS KISLER 
replied that there is no monument sign and that could be because of the limited green space along Oak Park 
Avenue and it may take away from parking. A monument sign may also be more expensive than a wall sign, 
which could be another consideration.   
 
CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE asked the Petitioner, EDDIE HARTSELL, SR. of Express Signs, to address the 
Board.  MR. HARTSELL stated a monument sign would not be a consideration due to the lack of space 
available.  The current sign is approximately thirty (30) years old.  It is an old neon sign and is made out of 
sheet metal and is deteriorating.  The new signs are LED signs.  The current sign is about twenty-one (21) 
square feet and the new sign will be about fifteen (15) square feet.  In order to do the new mansard roof, the size 
has to be adjusted.  The new sign will have interior backlighting within the lettering.   
 
ZONING BOARD MEMBER PASZCZYK asked if the Petitioner owned the building.  MR. HARTSELL 
replied he did not own the property.  ZONING BOARD MEMBER PASZCZYK asked if the size of the sign 
was adequate.  MR. HARTSELL stated every one foot (1’) of a sign can be read from about 500 feet away.   
 
CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE stated the Public Hearing would be left open for deliberations and questions from 
the Commissioners.   
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CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE opened the discussion of the Findings of Fact.  He noted that the situation has to 
present a practical difficulty or unique hardship.  In this case he felt the reasonable return question is different 
from a fence issue in a business setting like this.  Not having signage to get customers to your business presents 
a much different failure to yield a reasonable return than someone who wants to move their fence five feet.  
They still have to show us Findings of the Fact, in a case like this when the Petitioner is replacing existing signs 
with new signs it does present a situation where there is a question of reasonable return if they don’t have the 
signs.   
 
ZONING BOARD MEMBER PASZCZYK noted because of the layout of this property there are two (2) 
frontages.   
 
ZONING BOARD MEMBER SEPESSY noted repairing the current signs could be cost prohibitive because of 
the out of date methods and this could be a hardship. 
 
ZONING BOARD MEMBER VARGAS noted agreement that the signage facing north is good for business.  It 
makes sense to have the two (2) signs.   
 
Hearing no other comments, CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE asked for a Motion to consider the Petitioner’s 
request.  A motion was made by BOARD MEMBER VARGAS, seconded by BOARD MEMBER SEPESSY, to 
consider recommending that the Village Board grant the Petitioner, Express Signs on behalf of Aurelio’s Pizza, 
a Variation from Section IX.D.3.a. of the Zoning Ordinance to allow a second wall sign on the building when 
only one (1) wall sign is allowed per building frontage.  This Variation would allow the Petitioner to replace the 
existing wall sign on the north side of the building, which is one (1) of two (2) existing signs on the building, at 
15901 Oak Park Avenue in the B-3 (General Business and Commercial) Zoning District.  The proposed second 
wall sign measures approximately one foot, eight inches (1’8”) tall by nine feet, three inches (9’3”) wide for a 
total sign face area of 15.36 square feet.   
 
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. The unique fact and circumstance being that this is a commercial property cannot yield reasonable 
return if not allowed to replace both signs because they could lose potential customers by forcing them 
to remove one of their existing wall signs. That does prevent a unique hardship to the property as one of 
the Findings of Fact.  

 
AYE:    Zoning Board Members Michael Fitzgerald, Bob Paszczyk, Dave Samuelson, Steve Sepessy
  Jennifer Vargas, and Chairman Chris Verstrate 
 
NAY:                 None 
 
ABSENT: Paul Lechner 
 
THE MOTION WAS APPROVED by roll call.  CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE declared the Motion approved. 
 
CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE explained to the Petitioner that this recommendation will be presented to the 
Village Board of Trustees for a final decision.   
 
CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE gaveled the Public Hearing Closed at 7:53 p.m.     
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GOOD OF THE ORDER 
 
None. 
 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE asked if anyone had a Public Comment. No one in the audience wished to 
comment. 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE asked for a Motion to adjourn the meeting.  A Motion was made by BOARD 
MEMBER FITZGERALD, seconded by BOARD MEMBER SEPESSY, to close the regular meeting of the 
Zoning Board of Appeals of March 23, 2017 at 7:53 p.m.  THE MOTION WAS APPROVED by voice call.  
CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE declared the Motion approved. 
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Petitioner 
Jan Berry 
 
Property Address 
6902 173rd Place 
 
PIN 
28-30-306-013-0000 
 
Parcel Size 
0.18 acres ± 
(8,111 square feet) 
 
Zoning 
R-4 (Single-Family 
Residential 
 
Subdivision 
Rauhoff 
 
Publication 
Daily Southtown  
(July 9, 2017) 
 
Requested Action 
Consider making a motion 
to recommend the 
requested Variation to the 
Village Board 
 
 
Project Planner 
Stephanie Kisler, AICP 
Planner I 
 

 
Looking West Toward the Petitioner’s Property from 69th Avenue 

 
 
SUMMARY OF VARIATION REQUEST 
 
The Petitioner, Jan Berry, requests the following Variations from the Zoning 
Ordinance for a new detached garage: 
 
1. A two foot (2’) Variation from Section III.I.e. (Accessory Structures and Uses) 

of the Zoning Ordinance where an accessory structure shall be located no 
closer than five feet (5’) to the side lot line.  

 
2. A one foot, five inch (1’ 5”) Variation from Section III.H.1. (Permitted 

Encroachments in Required Yards) of the Zoning Ordinance where eaves and 
gutters shall not project more than 40% (two feet (2’)) into the required side 
yard setback. 

 
These Variations will allow the Petitioner to construct a new 440 square foot 
detached garage at a three foot (3’) setback with eaves/gutters at a one foot, seven 
inch (1’ 7”) setback from the west property line at 6902 173rd Place in the R-4 
(Single-Family Residential) Zoning District within Rauhoff ’s Subdivision. The 
existing detached garage will be demolished in order to construct the new garage. 
 
 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS STAFF REPORT 
July 27, 2017 
 
BERRY (6902 173rd Place) 
Variations for a Detached Garage 
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VILLAGE STAFF COMMENTS 
 
Background & Context 
The Petitioner’s home was constructed in the mid-1930’s according 
to the Cook County Assessor’s Office. The home is nonconforming in 
a few aspects, including front yard setback, lot area, and lot width.  
 
The existing garage is about 222 square feet (18.2’ x 12.2’). The 
existing garage is set back about one foot, five inches (1’5”) from the 
west property line, which is also nonconforming to the current 
regulations.  
 
The Petitioner states that the garage is the original garage and she is 
now in need of a larger garage. The Petitioner also states that the 
requested Variations for the setback of the proposed garage are 
necessary in order to maintain a view of the back yard from the 
house (see photo on page 3) and allow ample parking in the 
driveway. 
 

 
Looking West Toward the Petitioner’s Property from 69th Avenue 

 
While it is common to see setback nonconformities in this particular neighborhood, it is uncommon to see 
detached garages that were constructed directly adjacent to each other as seen in this scenario. According to the 
Plat of Survey that the Petitioner submitted, the neighbor’s detached garage (6908 173rd Place) is about one foot, 
four inches (1’4”) west of the Petitioner’s west property line, leaving about two feet, nine inches (2’9”) between the 
two detached garages. However, Staff measured about three feet (3’) between the foundations of the garages (see 
photo on page 3) and the eaves of the two garages are about six inches (6”) apart (see photo on page 4). 
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Photo Showing the North Side of the Home (Showing Windows with View into Back Yard) 

 
 
 

 
Photo Showing 3’ Between the Foundations of the Existing Garages 
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Photo Showing 6” Between the Eaves/Gutters  

of the Existing Garages 
Photo Showing Distance Between the Existing Garages 

 
While this condition currently exists, Staff is concerned about fire safety for the garages. The Zoning Ordinance 
requires that accessory structures be located at least five feet (5’) from property lines and ten feet (10’) from the 
principal structure. If the Petitioner’s Variation requests are granted, the garage must be constructed with certain 
fire protection components such as: one hour fire protection on the west wall of the garage, fire protection on the 
underside of the eaves, and there cannot be any unprotected openings on the west side of the garage.  
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Options 
Staff has discussed options with the Petitioner that would not require a Variation; however, the Petitioner stated 
she wanted to pursue the Variation requests.  Staff presents the following options that do not require Variations 
for the ZBA to consider (see attachment for visual comparison): 

 
1. Option 1: The Petitioner can elect to move the proposed garage into compliance with the Village’s Zoning 

Ordinance. 
 

2. Option 2: The Petitioner can elect to move the garage into compliance with the Village’s Zoning Ordinance 
and reduce the depth of the garage to 18’ to preserve the view into the back yard and allow for more space 
for parking in the driveway. 
 

3. Option 3: The Petitioner can elect to reorient the garage at a 90 degree rotation and locate the new garage 
in a portion of the existing back yard. This option would also preserve the view into the back yard and 
allow for more space for parking in the driveway. 

 
 
Considerations 
When considering any Variation request the Zoning Board of Appeals must consider safety, aesthetic impacts of the 
request, demonstrated hardship, and the precedence that would be set if the request was granted. The ZBA may 
wish to consider the following: 
 

1. Safety 
• Does the proposed garage have an impact on clear sight for driveways, sidewalks, or intersections? 
• Is the proposed location of the garage potentially detrimental to the safety of adjacent properties? 

 
2. Aesthetics 

• Does this proposed garage alter the character of the neighborhood? 
• What is the aesthetic impact that the garage has on adjacent properties? 

 
3. Hardships 

• Does the Petitioner have a hardship? 
• Are there financially-feasible ways for the Petitioner to design the proposed garage plans to meet 

the Village’s regulations? 
• Is the Variance request due to an inconvenience or are there unique circumstances? 
• What is a ‘reasonable return of the property’?  

 
4. Precedence 

• Is this situation unique to this lot? 
• By granting this Variation request, will other corner lots request the same garage location? 
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DRAFT FINDINGS OF FACT AS PREPARED BY STAFF 
 
Per Section X.G.4. of the Zoning Ordinance, 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 ZBA must provide findings for the first three standards; the remaining standards are provided to help the ZBA 
further analyze the request. Staff has prepared draft responses for the Findings of Fact (listed in bullet points) 
based on the information supplied by the Petitioner and the information researched by Staff as of July 20, 2017.  
The Zoning Board of Appeals may accept, delete, or amend the following findings based on information provided 
during the Public Hearing and enter them as part of the record. 
 

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 property could still yield a reasonable return if the new detached garage was constructed to 
meet Village codes. The Petitioner has other options to consider which meet the Village’s codes. 

• The Petitioner has stated that if the garage was built to meet code it will block the view of the back 
yard.  Staff questions whether a view of the back yard from of the home is considered a ‘reasonable 
return’ or if a lack of the view constitutes a hardship.  Staff suggests it may represent an 
inconvenience due to the larger size of the proposed garage. If the Petitioner reduces the depth of 
the proposed garage by two feet (2’), it will maintain the same view shown in the proposed plans. 
Reducing the depth of the garage will also maintain more room for parking in the driveway. 

2. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances. 
• The nonconforming location of the existing garage establishes a unique circumstance; however, the 

Petitioner intends to demolish it. There is also a unique aspect of the existing house because it is 
nonconforming to the front yard setback requirements. The length of the driveway is limited due to 
the lot dimensions (50’ x 160’).   However, the nonconformities with lot dimensions are common 
for this area of Tinley Park and do not inhibit a reasonable use of the property. 

3. The Variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality. 
• The location of the proposed garage would be similar to the location of the existing garage (which 

is nonconforming to current code); however, it would not match the character of any newer 
detached garages or accessory structures that are built in conformance with Village code. 

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; 
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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. 

 

APPROPRIATE MOTION 
 
If the Zoning Board of Appeals wishes to make a motion, the following motion is written in the affirmative for the 
Board’s consideration: 
 
“...make a motion to consider recommending that the Village Board grant the Petitioner, Jan Berry, the 
following Variations from the Zoning Ordinance: 
 

1. A two foot (2’) Variation from Section III.I.e. (Accessory Structures and Uses) of the Zoning 
Ordinance where an accessory structure shall be located no closer than five feet (5’) to the side 
lot line.  

 
2. A one foot, five inch (1’ 5”) Variation from Section III.H.1. (Permitted Encroachments in 

Required Yards) of the Zoning Ordinance where eaves and gutters shall not project more than 
40% (two feet (2’)) into the required side yard setback. 

 
These Variations would allow the Petitioner to construct a new 440 square foot detached garage at a three 
foot (3’) setback with eaves/gutters at a one foot, seven inch (1’ 7”) setback from the west property line at 
6902 173rd Place in the R-4 (Single-Family Residential) Zoning District within Rauhoff’s 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.] 
 
 
...With the following conditions: 
 

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

 



Existing Detached Garage  Proposed Detached Garage 

   
 

Option 1: Relocate Proposed Detached Garage  Option 2: Relocate and Resize Proposed Detached Garage  Option 3: Relocate and Reorient Proposed Detached Garage 
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