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AGENDA FOR REGULAR MEETING 

VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 April 26, 2018 – 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 22, 2018 Regular Meeting  

 

Item #1 PUBLIC HEARING: BADER & AMNA SHAIBE- 16653 RICHARDS DRIVE-

FENCE VARIATION  

 

Consider recommending that the Village Board grant the Petitioner, Badar & Amna 

Shaibe, the following Variation: 

 

A Variation from Section III. J (Fence Regulations) of the Zoning Ordinance to permit a 

six (6’) foot privacy fence to encroach within the secondary front yard. 

. 

Good of the Order 

Receive Comments from the Public 

Adjourn Meeting 
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MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE  

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS, VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK, 

COOK AND WILL COUNTIES, ILLINOIS 

 

March 22, 2018 

 

 

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 March 22, 2018 at 7:30 p.m. 

 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

 

ROLL CALL 

 

Zoning Board Members:   Robert Paszczyk 

     Donald Bettenhausen 

James Fritts 

James Gaskill Sr. 

Steven Sepessy, Acting Chairman 

 

Absent Zoning Board Members:  Michael Fitzgerald 

Jennifer Vargas 

 

Village Officials and Staff:  Paula Wallrich, Community Development Director 

     Kimberly Clarke, Planning Manager 

     Barbara Bennett, Commission Secretary  

 

Guest:    Mike Liskiewicz, Petitioner 

Dan Walsh, CNB Representative  

 

CALL TO ORDER 

STEVEN SEPESSY, Acting Zoning Board of Appeals Chair called to order the Regular Meeting of the 

Zoning Board of Appeals on March 22, 2018 at 7:30 p.m. A Motion was made by ZONING BOARD 

MEMBER PASZCZYK, seconded by ZONING BOARD MEMBER BETTENHAUSEN, to open the 

regular meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals at 7:30 p.m.   

 

COMMUNICATIONS 

 

None at this time. 

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 

Minutes of the March 8, 2018 Zoning Board of Appeals Meeting was presented for approval. A Motion 

was made by ZONING BOARD MEMBER PASZCZYK, seconded by ZONING BOARD MEMBER   

FRITTS, to approve the Minutes as presented. The Motion was approved by voice call. ACTING 

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 MARCH 22, 2018 REGULAR MEETING OF THE ZONING 

BOARD OF APPEALS 

 

Item #1             PUBLIC HEARING: MIKE LISKIEWICZ ON BEHALF OF CNB BANK 

9400 W.  179
th

 STREET-SIGN AREA VARIATION FOR A DIGITAL SIGN 

 

Consider recommending that the Village Board grant the Petitioner, Mike Liskiewicz on 

behalf of CNB Bank & Trust, the following Variation: 

 

A 19.2 SF Variation from Section IX. J.4 (Sign Regulations for 

Electronic Message Centers/Dynamic Variable Electronic Message) of 

the Zoning Ordinance where the maximum allowable sign face area for 

an electronic message is twenty (20) percent of the total sign face area of 

the free standing sign or 4.8 SF for the proposed sign. 

. 

The Variation will allow the Petitioner to reuse the existing free-standing sign and 

construct a new twenty-four (24) square foot electronic message sign which will occupy 

100% of the total sign area.  

 

 

Zoning Board Members:   Robert Paszczyk 

     Donald Bettenhausen 

James Fritts 

James Gaskill Sr. 

     Steven Sepessy, Acting Chairman 

 

Absent Zoning Board Members:  Michael Fitzgerald 

Jennifer Vargas 

 

Village Officials and Staff:  Paula Wallrich, Community Development Director 

     Kimberly Clarke, Planning Manager 

     Barbara Bennett, Commission Secretary  

 

Guest:    Mike Liskiewicz, Petitioner 

Dan Walsh, CNB Representative 

 

A Motion was made by ZONING BOARD MEMBER PASZCZYK, seconded by ZONING BOARD  

MEMBER BETTENHAUSEN, to open the Public Hearing of the Sign Area Variation for a digital sign of 

CNB Bank, 9400 W.  179
th
 Street.  The Motion was approved by voice call.  ACTING CHAIRMAN  

SEPESSY declared the Minutes approved.  

 

ACTING 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 
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andVillage  

requirements.   

  

ACTING CHAIRMAN SEPESSY requested anyone present in the audience, who wished to give 

testimony, comment, engage in cross-examination or ask questions during the Public Hearing stand and 

be sworn in. 

 

KIMBERLY CLARKE, Planning Manager noted the Petitioner is requesting a Sign Variation for a 

currently vacant building that CNB Bank is looking to occupy.  The Applicant wishes to reuse an existing 

monument sign that was on the site.  They will make modifications to it to incorporate an electronic  

message board sign.  The Village’ssign regulations limit message boards to twenty (20) percent of the 

total sign area.  The Applicant would like to reuse the existing sign but the limits of the current would 

render  the sign unreadable as a 4.8 sq. ft.  sign.  

 

The property is located at the Northwest corner of 94
th
 Avenue and 179

th
 Street.  The property is located 

within the Century Plaza Shopping Center.  It was constructed in 2005 for the Palos Bank & Trust, in 

December 2010 there was a change of ownership to the First Midwest Bank who occupied the building 

from July 2011 until approximately 2015 and the property has been sitting vacant ever since.  The 

property is within a Commercial Shopping Center zoned B-3.  Immediately behind the bank is the 

Century Plaza  Shopping Center.  North of that is residential single-family homes.  To the East is Amber 

Meadows, zoned R-5, which is a townhome development. To the South, across the street is the ORI 

District, Moraine Valley Community College. On the Southeast corner there is Zoning of B-4.  The 

property is situated at a busy intersection that is signalized and the sign would be at a location with the 

most visibility to promote their activities at the location.  MS. CLARKE, Planning Manager, displayed an 

aerial that illustrated the location of where the sign exists today.   

 

MS. CLARKE, Planning Manager, displayed a photo of the proposed sign.  It is within a brick faced 

monument sign that complements the architecture of the existing bank.  It is approximately 27 sq. ft. in 

size now and with the new retrofit of the message board it will be approximately 24 sq. ft. but occupying 

100% of the total sign area.  The bank is very concerned that the property has had two failed banks at this 

location and they feel that proper signage would improve their visibility at this intersection and this is 

why they are looking for with this Variation.   At the immediate intersection there are no other electronic 

message signs; however it should be noted that there is a townhome across the street which is 

approximately 161 feet from the proposed sign.  There is vegetation within the bank site as well as 

vegetation around the intersection buffering the townhome.  The townhome that is immediately across the 

street has a side entry front door that would be across the street from the proposed sign. 

ACTING CHAIRMAN, STEVEN SEPESSYasked the Petitioner, Mr. Liskiewicz if he had anything to 

add.  Mr. Liskiewicz stated the site does have some challenges.  As previously mentioned there were two 

banks that failed at that location.  This site has been vacant for approximately three (3) years. The front of 

the building does not face 179
th
 Street, so it doesn’t look like a bank.  We feel the sign will help to 

identify it as a bank.  Additionally we will be able to promote community events as well.  We are 

presenting ourselves as a Community Bank.  The other challenge is that this is not on a major 

thoroughfare.  We want to be successful and we feel this will draw attention to the bank.   

ACTING CHAIRMANSTEVEN SEPESSYasked the Commissioners if they had questions.   

ACTING CHAIRMAN, STEVEN SEPESSY, asked the Petitioner if the sign will be LED, which will be 

very bright.  In respect to the townhome across the street, will there be any limitation on the time the sign 

will be lit?  Mr. Liskiewicz replied the manufacturer of the sign has dimmable capabilities on the sign and 
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it will dim significantly at night.  MS. CLARKE , Planning Manager, also noted this is  articulated in the 

Sign Code. It is a requirement that the sign will dim in the evening hours.   

 

ZONING BOARD MEMBER PASZCZYK asked if there was any consideration of angling the sign to 

about 45 degrees to catch traffic on both 179
th
 Street and 94

th
 Avenue and prevent the problem of the 

brightness of the sign.  Mr. Liskiewicz replied they were trying to utilize th monument sign that was 

already there, without creating too  much work and the expense of changing it.     

 

Mr. Dan Walsh, CNB Representative noted the building is nondescript and people in the area that drive 

by don’t realize it is a bank.  This is why the new sign is requested, so people realize it is a bank.  The 

name of the bank will also be duplicated on the building.   

 

A Motion was made by ZONING BOARD MEMBER  BETTENHAUSEN.                        seconded by 

ZONING BOARD MEMBER PASZCZYK, to close the Public Hearing.  The Motion was approved by 

voice vote.  ACTING CHAIRMAN STEVEN SEPESSY,   declared the Motion approved. 

MS. CLARKE , Planning Manager noted the Findings of Fact as follows: 

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. 

a. The property has been vacant for approximately three (3) years.  Under the zoning district, 

the applicant would be allowed to have two (2) free-standing signs at seventy (70) SF per 

sign.  The existing free-standing sign will make it difficult for the message board to be legible 

if limited to 20% of the sign or 4.8 SF. 

 

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

a. The unique circumstances in this case is that the sign is existing and the property is not 

utilizing the full amount of signage that it is permitted to.  The applicant prefers to use the 

existing sign versus constructing an entirely new sign. The existing sign is consistent with the 

architectural style of the principal building. 

 

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

a. The property is within a commercial area at a signalized intersection. Commercial uses 

occupy three of the four corners at this intersection. There is a residential property across the 

street that is approximately 161 feet from the proposed sign. Staff has not received any 

comments from the notified properties. 

 

4. Additionally, the ZBA 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; 
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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  ZONING BOARD MEMBER PASZCZYK seconded by  ZONING BOARD 

MEMBER  FRITTS to recommend that the Village Board grant the following Variation to the Petitioner, 

CNB Bank, consistent with the List of Submitted Plans as attached herein and adopt  the Findings of 

Fact submitted by the Applicant and Findings of Fact proposed by Village Staff and as may be amended 

by the Zoning Board of Appeals at this meeting: 

A 19.2 SF Variation from Section IX. J.4 (Sign Regulations for Electronic Message Centers/Dynamic 

Variable Electronic Message) of the Zoning Ordinance where the maximum allowable sign face area for 

an electronic message is twenty (20) percent of the total sign face area of the free standing sign or 4.8 SF 

for the proposed sign. The variation will allow the Petitioner to reuse the existing free-standing sign and 

construct a new twenty-four (24) square foot electronic message sign which will occupy 100% of the total 

sign area.   

 

AYES:  GASKILL, BETTENHAUSEN, FRITTS, PASZCZYK AND ACTING CHAIRMAN 

SEPESSY. 

NAYS:  None 

ACTING CHAIRMAN, STEVEN SEPESSY declared the Motion approved unanimously. 

This will go to the Village Board on April 17, 2018.   

GOOD OF THE ORDER:   

MS. CLARKE, Planning Manager noted: 

1.  Chairman Michael Fitzgerald tendered his resignation today. The Mayor will make a new 

appointment 

2. The April 12, 2018 ZBA Meeting has been cancelled due to lack of Agenda items.  The April 

26, 2018 ZBA Meeting will take place.   

3. An offer has been made to a Senior Planner, we are awaiting acceptance. 

4. Staff is working on the Oak Park Playbook which will be going to the Economic Development 

& Marketing Committee.   

5. Chicks on Oak Park Avenue has been town down.  

RECEIVE COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 

None at this time. 
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ADJOURNMENT 
 

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

seconded by  ZONING BOARD MEMBER BETTENHAUSEN, to adjourn the Regular Meeting of the 

Zoning Board of Appeals of March 22, 2018 at 7:52 p.m. The Motion was unanimously approved by 

voice call. ACTING CHAIRMAN, STEVEN SEPESSY declared the meeting adjourned. 

  



 
 

 
 
 

The Petitioner, Bader & Amna Shaibe, located at 16653 Richards Drive, 

seeks the following Variation:   

 

A Variation from Section III. W. (Fence Regulations) of the Zoning 

Ordinance to permit a six (6’) foot privacy fence within the 

secondary front yard. 

 

The Variation will allow the Petitioner to replace the existing four (4’) foot 

chain link fence with a six (6’) foot privacy fence in the required secondary 

front yard. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Petitioner 

Bader & Amna Shaibe 

 

Property Location 

16653 Richards Drive 

 

PIN 

27-34-113-015-0000 

 

Zoning 

R-3 (Single Family) 

 

Approval Sought 

Variation 

 

 

 

Project Planner 

Kimberly Clarke 

Planning Manager 
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The subject site is a 77’ X 125’ 

lot or 9,625 SF parcel located 

at the northeast corner of 

Richards Drive and 167th 

Street.  The home was 

constructed as part of the 

Tanbark Hills Subdivision. A 

Variation was granted per 

Ordinance No. 89-O-035 to 

permit a four (4’) feet fence 

with a ten (10) foot 

encroachment within the 

secondary front yard setback. 

Staff was unable to find any 

record of a permit being 

issued for the current chain 

link fence.  

 

 

 

 

 

The subject property (outlined in red in the graphic 

to the right) is a corner lot within the Tanbark Hills 

Subdivision zoned R-3 (Single-Family Residential).  

Properties north and west of the property are zoned 

R-3 (Single-Family Residential); to the south and east 

is R-4 (Single-Family Residential). The property’s rear 

yard abuts a 215 foot wide ComEd easement that 

has 142 foot tall electric transmission towers 

constructed  along its entire length.  

 

After months of discussion between ZBA and Plan 

Commission, the Village Board adopted an ordinance 

in January of 2018, amending   Section III. J which 

regulates fences within a required secondary front 

yard.  This was a departure from the previous Code 

which was not uniformly enforced. This is thefirst 

variance case requesting relief from the recent 

ordinance change.    
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The Petitioner is requesting a Variation from the Zoning Code to replace their existing four (4’) 

foot chainlink fence with a six (6’) privacy vinyl fence ten (10’) feet within the required secondary 

front yard.   
 

The Petitioner has expressed a desire to have a fence that is similar in height and style to 

existing fences in the neighborhood. The existing fence meets the current fence regulations in 

height and style. Through research, Staff discovered that the subject property and the property 

across the street (16701 Richards Drive) were granted Varirations  for their fences.  Between 84th 

Street and 80th Avenue there are 19 corner lots with a secondary front yard facing 167th Street. 

Of those, 14 have a six (6’) private fence within the required secondary front yard, one (1) fence is 

in compliance with the setback and the subject property has a four (4’) foot fence which meets 

current code. The remaining three (3) do not have fences. It should be noted the remainder of 

the lots have their rear yards abutting 167th Street and therefore are permitted a six (6’) foot 

privacy fence along the rear lot line. If and when the existing nonconforming fences are to be 

replaced, they will have to come into compliance with the current code or apply for a variance. 

Comment [PW1]: Mention fence material? 
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Below is a map of the corner lots in proximity to the subject property.

Existing 4’ Fence 
1 2 

3 4 

6’ high fence-variance granted 
5.27.04 

6’ high fence-no record of 
permit or variance 

6’ high fence-No record of 
permit or variance 

6’ high fence-permit issued  
May 2004 permitted by code 

167th Street 
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Section X.G.4. of the Zoning Ordinance states the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) 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 based on the information supplied by the Petitioner and the 

information researched by Staff.  The ZBA 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. 

a. Under the current Zoning District, the Applicant is allowed to encroach the 

secondary front yard by ten (10) feet with a  four (4) foot fence of open style. If the 

desire is to have more privacy, then a six (6) foot privacy fence can be constructed 

at the required setback.  In either scenario the location of the fence will not limit 

the owner’s ability to yield a reasonable return on their property. 

 

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

a. The subject property is a corner lot in the Village and as such must abide by the 

stricter front yard requirements to ensure that the view for vehicular and 

pedestrian traffic is not obscured to the extent that a safety hazard is created.  

What is unique about this specific corner lot is that it abuts up to a 215’ wide 

ComEd easement area and does not share a rear lot line with a residential 

property. There is substantial distance between the subject property’s rear yard 

and the nearest rear yard. 

 

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

a. The properties on the other three corners of the intersection all have 6’ privacy 

fences encroaching within the required secondary front yard. The secondary front 

yard is along 167th street which is a busy through street therefore making the 

need for a fence more desirable to enclose one’s backyard.  It should be noted 

that the existing fences in the area if replaced will need to conform to the existing 

code or apply for a Variation. 

 

4. Additionally, the ZBA 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, 
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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 take action, an appropriate wording of the motions in 

the affirmative would read:  

 

 

 “…make a motion to recommend that the Village Board grant the following Variation to the Petitioner, 

Bader & Amna Shaibe: 

  

 

A Variation from Section III. W (Fence Regulations) of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit a six (6) 

foot privacy fence within the required secondary front yard, consistent with the List of 

Submitted Plans as attached herein and adopt Findings of Fact submitted by the Applicant and 

as proposed by Village Staff, and  as may be amended by the Zoning Board of Appeals at this 

meeting. 
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Submitted Sheet Name Prepared By 
Date On 

Sheet 

1 Plat of Survey Town & Country Land 

Surveyors & Company 

N/A 
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1956-2005 Fences in which the opening between the materials of which the fence is constructed 

represent less than seventy (70) percent of the total surface may be erected to a height 

not exceeding four ( 4) feet along the boundaries of a lot, except that no such fence 

shall be erected within thirty (30) feet of a street intersection . Wire fences and other 

fences in which the openings between the materials of which the fence is constructed 

represent more than seventy (70) percent of the total fence area may be erected to a 

height of six (6) feet, except within thirty (30) fee t of a street intersection. 

2007-2009 G. VISIBILITY REQUIREMENTS - CORNER LOTS 

No structure, wall, fence, shrubbery or trees shall be erected, maintained or planted on 

any lot which will obstruct the view of the driver of a vehicle approaching an 

intersection, excepting that shrubbery and low retaining walls not exceeding two (2) feet 

in height above the curb level and shade trees where all branches are not less than 

eight (8) feet above the street level will be permitted. For residential corner lots, this 

unobstructed area shall be a triangular section of land formed by the two street right-

of-way lines and a line connecting them at points thirty (30) feet from the intersection of 

said right-of-way. 

 

Fences not exceeding six (6) feet in height above natural grade level projecting not more 

than ten (10) feet into the required front setback on the side yard street frontage of a 

corner lot in a residential zoning district, provided that the Zoning Administrator or his 

designee determines that the provisions of Section III.G of this Ordinance will be 

maintained and that there will be no obstruction to the visibility of vehicular or 

pedestrian traffic. If the Zoning Administrator deems that such a visibility obstruction 

would occur, he may require that portions of or all of the fence be constructed of an 

open design, or of a shorter height, or a combination of both, or the Zoning 

Administrator may deny the request. The determination of the Zoning Ordinance may 

be appealed to the Zoning Board of Appeals pursuant to Section X.F of this Ordinance. 

2011-2017 A chart was created which determined what accessory uses and structures could 

encroach within a required yard. It was here when fences 6 feet in height were 

permitted as an obstruction within 10 feet of the required  secondary front yard. 
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