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

 
 

August 13, 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 August 
13, 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 

Robert Paszczyk (Participated Electronically) 
     Donald Bettenhausen (Participated Electronically) 
      
Absent Zoning Board Members:  Jennifer Vargas  
 
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 August 13, 2020 at 7:00 p.m.  
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COMMUNICATIONS 
 
None 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
Minutes of the July 23, 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.     
 
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 AUGUST 13, 2020 REGULAR MEETING OF THE ZONING 

BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Item #1 PUBLIC HEARING: MICHAEL KAHR, 6342 ARCADIA DR. – CORNER FENCE 

VARIATION 
Consider recommending that the Village Board grant Michael Kahr a Variation from 
Section III.J. of the Zoning Code (Fence Regulations) at the property located at 6342 
Arcadia Drive in the R-4 (Single-Family Residential) Zoning District. This Variation 
would permit the Petitioner to install a six foot (6’) high privacy fence to encroach twelve 
feet (12’) into the required secondary front yard. 

 
 
Board Members:    Steven Sepessy, Chairman 

Robert Paszczyk (Participated Electronically) 
     Donald Bettenhausen (Participated Electronically) 
 
Absent Zoning Board Members:  Jennifer Vargas  
 
 
Village Officials and Staff:  Dan Ritter, Senior Planner 
     Barbara Bennett, Commission Secretary   
 
Guests:     Michael Kahr, Petitioner (Participated Electronically) 
      
A Motion was made by COMMISSIONER BETTENHAUSEN, seconded by COMMISSIONER 
PASZCZYK, to open the Public Hearing for Michael Kahr a Variation from Section III.J. of the Zoning 
Code (Fence Regulations).  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 policy. 
 
Dan Ritter, Senior Planner gave a presentation as noted in the Staff Report. The Petitioner, Michael Kahr 
is requesting a 12-foot Variation from Section III.J. (Fence Regulations) of the Zoning Ordinance to permit 
a six-foot-high privacy fence to encroach 12 feet into the required 25-foot secondary front yard setback (13 
feet from the property line) on the property located at 6342 Arcadia Drive in the R-4 (Single-family 
Residential) zoning district. 

The Petitioner has requested the Variation to increase privacy and backyard space at their property that is 
located along a busier collector road (Ridgeland Avenue). They also noted that there are existing deck 
beams and a pine tree that is in the way of running a fence straight on the setback line. The proposed privacy 
fence is proposed at 6 feet in height and to be constructed of cedar. 
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The Petitioner also noted the neighboring property across the street at 6343 Arcadia Drive received a prior 
Variation approval in 2013 (Ord. #2013-O-026). To the south of that lot, another property at 6342 Carlsbad 
Drive recently received approval to match the neighbor’s fence location and design. Traditionally, the 
Zoning Board of Appeals and Village Board have limited variations for corner fence encroachments of 
privacy fences to a maximum of 10 feet. While the neighbor to the south received a prior Variation approval 
for 12 feet, the Findings of Fact for that approval noted the 2 additional feet being allowed were due to the 
existence of deck stairs that needed to be reconfigured and a large/old tree. The subject site does not have 
the same hindrances of placing a fence at the ten-foot encroachment. Staff recommends that only a 10-foot 
encroachment be permitted (15 feet from the property line), instead of the requested 12 feet, to maintain 
the precedence that has been set for a maximum extension of a fence into the secondary front yard.  

The subject site is approximately a 9,890 sq. ft. size and 86 ft. wide lot and located in the Lancaster 
Highlands Subdivision on the northeast corner of Ridgeland Avenue and Arcadia Drive. The lot meets the 
minimum zoning requirements for lot width and size of a corner lot in the zoning district. The house has an 
existing elevated deck in the rear with a patio located under the deck.  

The subject site has a neighbor to the south (6343 Arcadia Dr.) that received a corner fence variation in 
2013 (Ord. #2013-O-026) to extend the fence 12 feet from the allowable setback for a 6-foot-high privacy 
fence. The ZBA noted at the time that 10 feet was their typical maximum allowance, but that two additional 
feet was acceptable here due to an existing large tree and the location of deck stairs. At the public hearing, 
it was also noted PVC was preferred material for corner fence variations due to maintenance and issues 
with wood and was required on the request. 

The immediately adjacent neighbor to that property (6342 Carlsbad Drive) recently had a public hearing 
and received a Variation to place a fence matching the adjacent neighbor’s fence. The Findings of Fact 
noted that the ZBA was comfortable matching the neighbor’s fence location at a 12-foot encroachment. 
The fence is also the same style, color (white), and material (PVC) as the neighbor’s fence. The alternative 
of only granting 10 feet would have created a 2-foot jog in the fence line if they only allowed the typical 
10-foot encroachment, which is not as visually appealing. 

The subject property is a corner lot located within the Lancaster Highlands Subdivision and zoned R-4 
(Single-Family Residential). All properties surrounding the subject parcel are single-family home lots also 
zoned R-4. The subject parcel meets the minimum lot size and width required for a corner lot in the zoning 
district. Most corner lots in the Village are subdivided with additional lot size and lot width to accommodate 
the secondary front yard setback requirements. This avoids the situation where a corner lot has less backyard 
space than the neighboring interior lots. 

In January 2018, the fence regulations were amended regarding fences within a required secondary front 
yard. This was a departure from the previous code which was not uniformly enforced, created aesthetic 
issues in streetscapes, and resulted in many non-conforming fences. It was known that the new requirements 
caused some non-conforming situations, but the zoning code amendment has since limited new unattractive 
and unsafe fences to be installed. The amendments allow for some additional corner lot fence flexibility if 
there is no neighboring front yard. However, only a 10-foot encroachment is permitted and the fence must 
be a maximum of 5-foot-high and a 50% open design (permeable to light and air) fence. 

The majority of fences in the subdivision follow the Zoning Code’s fence ordinance and are set back to the 
building line or in compliance with the 50% open design and five-foot height maximums. Ridgeland 
Avenue is unique in that most of the west side of the road in this area are rear yards and there is a rear yard 
fence line running most of the block from Honey Ln. to Willow Lane Dr. The property immediately to the 
south (6343 Arcadia Dr) was approved for a Variation (Ord. 2013-O-026) due to the development pattern 
on Ridgeland Avenue with many fences, traffic, an existing deck, and an existing tree. The neighbor to the 



 Minutes of the Village of Tinley Park Zoning Board of Appeals Meeting  
                  August 13, 2020         

Page 5 of 12 

south of that property (6342 Carlsbad Dr) received approval on August 4, 2020 for a similar Variation that 
matches the immediately adjacent neighbor’s fence in location, style, and color. 

It is important to note that if any amount of a corner fence Variation is approved, the portion of the lot in 
the enclosed fence is still considered a secondary front yard and accessory structures such as a shed, deck, 
patio, and pool will not be permitted in that space unless additional Variations are granted.  

Mr. Ritter completed and overview the general corner fence code background, request history, code 
reasoning, code requirements, standards, hardships, corner lot setups, and concerns with precedence with 
any variation request. 

The Petitioner is requesting a Variation from the Zoning Code to construct a new six-foot-high, solid 
privacy style fence that will extend 12-feet out to the property line along Ridgeland Avenue.  The fence 
will be constructed of cedar. The Petitioner has requested the Variation due to their location along a more 
heavily traveled street, existing fence locations along Ridgeland Avenue, and for additional privacy. There 
are few primary front yard or driveways on this section of Ridgeland Avenue and none adjacent to the 
subject site. The Ridgeland Avenue parkway is significantly wider at this location than most residential 
streets that help to soften the effects of corner fences. There is approximately 22 feet between the street and 
the sidewalk along Ridgeland Avenue and most residential parkways are approximately 8 feet. 

Hardships for a Variation must be related to the physical characteristics of the property and cannot be 
created by the owner (or previous owners) of the property. The Petitioner has a few code-compliant options 
that are possible, including, receiving administrative approval for a five-foot-high open-style fence 
extending up to ten feet into the secondary front yard. Alternatively, a privacy fence is permitted at the 25 
feet house setback line. If there are no concerning visual appearance or safety issues, the ZBA has 
considered allowing the 10-foot encroachment to be a 6-foot privacy fence instead of the permitted 50% 
open style and maximum 5-foot height in the past. Unlike the property at 6343 Arcadia Drive, there is no 
unique situation that requires a need for a 12-foot encroachment instead of the typical 10-foot. Staff has 
concerns about the precedence being set with no unique situation on the subject property for the additional 
2 feet. If determined that there are no negative visual impacts related to the proposed fence encroachment, 
staff recommends the Board maintain the 10-foot maximum encroachment into the required front yard 
setback. The Board can also consider the long-term visual aspects of wood compared to PVC, which is 
considered more durable and have less maintenance. 

It should be noted that the subject property’s neighbor (6343 Honey Ln) to the north currently complies 
with the fence requirements and has an open-style chain-link fence. It is likely that due to the back-to-back 
alignment of the lots, they will also apply for a Variation in the future to match the subject property’s 
alignment and style and will refer to whatever decision is made for the subject property as precedence. 

Mr. Ritter noted the current open items for discussion by the ZBA:   
1. Discuss the 12-foot encroachment Variation requested compared to maintaining the standard 

maximum of 10 feet for fence Variations. 
2. Discuss the use of wood on a corner fence that extends into the required secondary front yard, 

compared to the use of PVC. 

CHAIRMAN SEPESSY asked for comments from the Commissioners.   
 
COMMISSIONER PASZCZYK noted there are full grown trees on the property and will the fence affect 
the roots or kill the tree.  
Mr. Ritter replied putting a post or two in the root area is a small disturbance that would not typically kill a 
healthy tree. 
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COMMISSIONER PASZCZYK asked the Petitioner why he has asked for a wood fence rather than a vinyl 
fence, which is his preference due to maintenance. 
Mr. Kahr replied that the vinyl fence would cost quite a bit more than the wood fencing and the wood fence 
would match the neighbors fence to the east of his house. That is what they plan to fence their whole yard 
in and would like it to match. 
 
COMMISISONER PASZCZYK noted staff is recommending 10’ and why is the Petitioner asking for a 12’ 
setback.  
Mr. Kahr replied that the 12’ setback would be located on the outside of his landscaping. With 10’ he would 
have to pull up all his bushes and flowers coming off the back of his house.  He would be willing to do 10’ 
if required to get approval, but would prefer the 12’ setback for that reason. 
 
CHAIRMAN SEPESSY inquired what staff’s opinion is on semi private rather than full privacy.   
Mr. Ritter replied that in this situation it comes down to aesthetics, not visual safety of vehicles or 
pedestrians. So, some of it is just visual preference. Staff’s preference would be for a 50% open style fence 
with some landscaping to meet the code requirement. Anything closer to the code is better though. Corner 
lots are very visible and the more open it is the less domineering the fences will be along the street. 
 
CHAIRMAN SEPESSY asked Mr. Kahr to address the Commission. CHAIRMAN SEPESSY swore in the 
Petitioner. 
 
Mr. Kahr replied that using PVC would completely close off the yard.  He is looking for a 6’ solid wood 
fence for privacy and security.  He has dogs and kids and would prefer that people cannot see into his yard 
at all.  PVC fencing costs quite a bit more.  There is no other way to put in posts by his deck unless he 
bumps out the fence.  He does not understand the need for the aesthetics and if he was able to go off the 
back of his house, he could use a solid wood privacy fence. Now because of the Variance and the fact that 
it is only a couple feet difference it would be more difficult.  The parkway is 22’ off Ridgeland Avenue and 
anywhere else it is an 8’ setback for the parkways. Ridgeland is a relatively busy street as well. This should 
be considered that the privacy fence is setback that far.   
 
COMMISSIONER PASZCZYK noted that since the house rests on Ridgeland Avenue he sees no problem 
with the privacy fence request. He does care about material and location though. 
 
COMMISSIONER BETTENHAUSEN noted he could support a privacy fence with a 10’ or 12’ setback if 
the 6; high fence was PVC.  This will be consistent with other fences on Ridgeland Avenue.  He is not a 
big fan of privacy fences from a police perspective.  With a privacy fence you cannot see in the yard if the 
police are looking for someone. Gives people more places to hide. 
 
Mr. Ritter asked for discussion and clarification by the ZBA on the location, type, and size of the fence 
before the ZBA proceeded to a motion being made. 
 
A Motion was made by COMMISSIONER BETTENHAUSEN, seconded by COMMISSIONER 
PASZCZYK, to close the Public Hearing for Michael Kahr a Variation from Section III.J. of the Zoning 
Code (Fence Regulations).  The Motion was approved by voice call.  
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CHAIRMAN SEPESSY declared the Motion approved.  
 
Mr. Ritter noted the drafted Standards for Variation. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: 
None 
 
CHAIRMAN SEPESSY noted he understands the cost factor of the PVC fencing.  It is possible to get wood 
fencing that is not 100% privacy. His preference was for something similar to a shadow box style. 
 
A Motion was made by COMMISSIONER BETTENHAUSEN, seconded by COMMISSIONER 
PASZCZYK to  recommend that the Village Board grant a 12-foot Variation to the Petitioner, Michael 
Kahr, from Section III.J. (Fence Regulations) of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit a 6-foot high privacy 
fence to extend 12 feet into the required secondary front yard where a fence encroachment is not permitted 
at 6342 Arcadia Drive in the R-4 (Single-Family Residential) Zoning District, consistent with the List of 
Submitted Plans as attached herein and adopt recommended Findings of Fact as proposed by Village Staff 
as listed in the August 13, 2020 Staff Report.” 
 
Mr. Kahr inquired if he did not need the Variance and he went off the back of his house he could have a 6’ 
solid wood privacy fence.   
 
Mr. Ritter replied this is correct that he could have a privacy wood fence if it was setback to the house. 
 
Mr. Kahr noted that somewhat negates concerns about police visibility because they could have a 
privacy fence there anyways. He said he was flexible about location but really preferred a wood 
fence with as much privacy as possible 
 

COMMISSIONER BETTENHAUSEN seconded by COMMISSIONER PASZCZYK, AMENDED the 
motion to reflect a 6’ wood shadow-box style, semi-private wood fence to extend 10 feet into the required 
secondary front yard where a fence encroachment is not permitted at 6342 Arcadia Drive in the R-4 (Single-
Family Residential) Zoning District, consistent with the List of Submitted Plans as attached herein and 
adopt recommended Findings of Fact as proposed by Village Staff as listed in the August 13, 2020 Staff 
Report.” 

AYES:  COMMISSIONERS BETTENHAUSEN, PASZCZYK & CHAIRMAN SEPESSY 

NAYS:  None 

CHAIRMAN SEPESSY declared the Motion carried by roll call. 

 

This item will be heard at the Village Board on September 1, 2020 
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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 AUGUST 13, 2020 REGULAR MEETING OF THE ZONING 

BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Item #2 PUBLIC HEARING: DANIEL & DEBORAH SHANAHAN, 16701 ODELL AVE. -  

SHED SETBACK VARIATION 
Consider recommending that the Village Board grant Daniel and Deborah Shanahan a 
Variation from Section III.I. of the Zoning Code (Accessory Structure Regulations) at the 
property located at 16701 Odell Avenue in the R-4 (Single-Family Residential) Zoning 
District. This Variation would permit the Petitioner to reconstruct an existing 64 sq. ft. shed 
that is located approximately one foot from the rear yard lot line and four feet from the side 
yard lot line instead of the required minimum setback of five feet. 

 
Board Members:    Steven Sepessy, Chairman 

Robert Paszczyk (Participated Electronically) 
     Donald Bettenhausen (Participated Electronically) 
 
Absent Zoning Board Members:  Jennifer Vargas  
 
 
Village Officials and Staff:  Dan Ritter, Senior Planner 
     Barbara Bennett, Commission Secretary   
 
Guests:     Deborah Shanahan, Petitioner (Participated Electronically) 
 
A Motion was made by COMMISSIONER BETTENHAUSEN, seconded by COMMISSIONER 
PASZCZYK, to open the Public Hearing for Daniel and Deborah Shanahan a Variation from Section III.I. 
of the Zoning Code (Accessory Structure Regulations).  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 policy. 
 
Dan Ritter, Senior Planner gave a presentation as noted in the Staff Report. The Petitioner, Daniel and 
Shanahan at 16701 Odell Avenue are requesting a shed replacement.  This Variation would permit the 
Petitioner to reconstruct an existing 64 sq. ft. shed that is located approximately one foot from the rear yard 
lot line and four feet from the side yard lot line instead of the required minimum setback of five feet. The 
existing shed is deteriorating and requires replacement. The Petitioner has noted that they are replacing the 
shed with a new shed that is the same size and similar in style. They wish to reuse the existing concrete pad 
instead of removing the existing pad and pouring a new one. Additionally, there is limited space and 
alternative locations due to a small rear yard, existing above-ground pool, and existing patio. 
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The subject site is a 7,739 sq. ft. corner lot located in the Tinley Heights Subdivision on the southeast corner 
of 167th Street and Odell Avenue. The property is in an older area of town and was developed in the early 
1960’s. The lot does not meet the current minimum zoning requirements for lot width (75 ft) and size 
(10,000 sq. ft.) of a corner lot in the R-4 zoning district. The subject lot is the same size as the interior lots 
in the subdivision. The rear yard is enclosed by a six-foot-high privacy fence that is in compliance with the 
Zoning Code requirements. In addition to the shed, the rear yard also has an existing patio, above-ground 
pool and walkways. 

The subject property is zoned R-4 (Single-Family Residential). All properties on the east, west, and south 
of the subject parcel are single-family home lots located in the same subdivision and zoned R-4 (Single 
Family Residential). The properties to the north across 167th Street are townhomes and zoned R-5 (Low-
Density Residential). 

The existing storage shed appears to have been last approved with a permit in 1969 at the existing location. 
It is unknown if it has been replaced or what work has been completed on it since that time. However, 
setback requirements for a shed were different at the time it was permitted, which makes the structure “legal 
non-conforming”. Legal non-conforming structures are permitted to remain and can be maintained but upon 
replacement must come into compliance with current code requirements. The structure has started to 
deteriorate with decaying wood and requires replacement. 

Section III.I.1.e. (Accessory Structures and Uses) of the Zoning Ordinance requires that all accessory 
structures be located a minimum of five feet from any property line. This requirement ensures that accessory 
structures will not interfere with neighboring properties and that they have enough space to maintain the 
structure and yard around it. In this case, the Petitioner is replacing an existing shed. The shed is located 
approximately two feet from the east property line and three feet from the south property line according to 
the most recent survey. The fences appear to be located in from the property lines by about one foot. Due 
to the lack of a recent survey and uncertainty of the exact setbacks, staff has worded the Variation request 
allowing them to be as close as one foot from the property line to ensure they are covered, but would be 
limited to using the existing foundation location. While the corners of the shed are around one foot from 
the fence, it is placed on an angle in the corner of the lot, allowing three sides of the structure to be easily 
accessed. The rear of the structure and area at the corner of the fences is more difficult to access but the 
Petitioner has been able to maintain the area and prevent weed growth. 

Alternative locations on the site are limited that would provide five feet of space from the property line and 
ten feet from the principal structure. The main location available would be in the center of the yard between 
the patio and pool, which is not preferred by the petitioner as it is the last remaining rear yard space and 
would not be appealing. Additionally, the reuse of the shed slab would be more sustainable and economical. 
The shed has been located at the proposed location since at least 1969 and there have been no issues or 
concerns. 

CHAIRMAN SEPESSY asked for comments from the Commissioners. 

COMMISSIONER PASZCZYK inquired what material could be used other than wood, due to fire concerns 
and it being close proximity to the garages in that area. 

Mr. Ritter replied that they could do a metal or PVC shed.  They wanted to keep something close to what 
was there. There is a requirement for distance from a principal structure, but not between accessory 
structures because no one is living or sleeping in them. If there was any additional requirements they will 
be addressed at the permit stage and meet the building code. 
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COMMISSIONER BETTENHAUSEN asked for the height of the shed.  Is there any concern about this 
being in an easement?  This shed is strictly a replacement and it will look better, so he does not have a 
problem with it. 

Mr. Ritter replied that it is 12’6” to the peak of the roof. This meets the code which is 18’ maximum.  Mr. 
Ritter also noted that there is not an easement indicated on the plat of survey that was submitted or prior 
permits. 

CHAIRMAN SEPESSY asked for comments from the Petitioner. CHAIRMAN SEPESSY swore in the 
Petitioner. 

Mrs. Shanahan noted they have lived in this home for 34 years.  She noted they have done a lot of 
maintenance and replacement of boards, but it is time for a replacement of the shed.  They are looking to 
use a material that is stronger and more durable than typical wood called Tough Shed, which has a protective 
coating over the wood to help prevent decay or rotting. 
 
Mr. Ritter noted the drafted 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 property can yield a reasonable return without the approval of the Variation and 

without a storage shed. However, a storage shed is existing and permitted on the 
property. There are limited alternative locations on the site that would comply with all 
applicable setbacks. Alternative options that comply with the code will limit the 
usefulness and attractiveness of the property. 

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

• The property is unique in that it is an older property developed prior to the current zoning 
codes. The lot size and width are smaller than required by modern zoning standards and 
thus there is limited rear yard space. Additionally, there are existing site conditions that 
limit alternative locations. 

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

• A shed has been legally existing at its current location for over 50 years and will be 
behind an existing fence. The look is compatible with the overall single-family residential 
neighborhood which has smaller lots and higher density than some other single-family 
neighborhoods. 

 
 
A Motion was made by COMMISSIONER PASZCZYK, seconded by COMMISSIONER 
BETTENHAUSEN, to close the Public Hearing for Daniel and Deborah Shanahan a Variation from Section 
III.I. of the Zoning Code (Accessory Structure Regulations).  The Motion was approved by voice call.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: 
None 
 
A Motion was made by COMMISSIONER BETTENHAUSEN, seconded by COMMISSIONER 
PASZCZYK to recommend that the Village Board grant the Petitioners, Daniel & Deborah Shanahan, a 
Variation from Section III.I. of the Zoning Code (Accessory Structure Regulations) at the property located 
at 16701 Odell Avenue in the R-4 (Single-Family Residential) Zoning District. This Variation would permit 
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the Petitioner to reconstruct an existing 64 sq. ft. shed that is located approximately one foot from the rear 
yard lot line and four feet from the side yard lot line instead of the required minimum setback of five feet, 
utilizing the concrete base of the existing shed, consistent with the List of Submitted Plans as attached 
herein and adopt recommended Findings of Fact as proposed by Village Staff as listed in the August 13, 
2020 Staff Report.” 

AYES:  COMMISSIONERS BETTENHAUSEN, PASZCZYK & CHAIRMAN SEPESSY 

NAYS:  None 

CHAIRMAN SEPESSY declared the Motion carried by roll call. 

 

This item will be heard at the Village Board on September 1, 2020 
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GOOD OF THE ORDER:   

CHAIRMAN SEPESSY noted he would like to compliment Public Works for their quick response to 
removing branches caused by the storm.  It was much appreciated. 
 
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 BETTENHAUSEN, to adjourn the Regular Meeting of the 
Zoning Board of Appeals of August 13, 2020 at 8:10 p.m. The Motion was unanimously approved by voice 
call.  
 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS CHAIRMAN STEPHEN SEPESSY declared the meeting adjourned. 
  


