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Economic & Commercial Commission  
Teleconference Meeting Minutes – May 11, 2020 

 
 
 

Members Present     Staff  Present 
Jay Walsh      Priscilla Cordero, Business Development Mgr. 
Dennis Reidy      Paula Wallrich, Acting Community Dev. Dir. 
Richard Osty      Kathy Congreve, Commission Secretary  
Dino Sanfilippo       
Chris Shoemaker     Guests Present 
Brian Potter      Zachary Kafitz, Atty. for Pete’s Fresh Market 
Christine Obbagy     Dr. Robert Thies 
Dave Spedale 
 
 
Chairman Walsh called the May 11, 2020 Economic & Commercial Commission meeting to order at 6:30 
p.m. Jay took a roll call and reviewed the remote meeting protocol with all in attendance. There was a 
motion made by Richard Osty, seconded by Brian Potter, to approve the minutes from the March 9, 2020 
ECC meeting; motion carried. Dennis Reidy asked for clarification on two items: 

1) The minutes referred to no additional hotel tax incentives; is the room tax a different item? 
Paula responded to Dennis’ question stating that no hotel(room) tax will be waived as it is already 
an obligated tax. 

2) The minutes state that March’s discussion regarding cameras was going to be moved to the next 
meeting, but that it will not be covered at tonight’s meeting after all? 
Jay responded stating that is correct; it will be covered at a future meeting. 

All commissioners approved the agenda for tonight’s meeting. 
 
Chairman’s Report – None 
 
New Business/Old Business – 
 
Pete’s Fresh Market Reclassification: 
Jay explained that they are looking for two incentives: 6B for the Distribution Center and 7B for 
Commercial/Retail Space. The property will be split into separate PINs, and the 6B would be for the existing 
building; the 7B would be for a future building to be built on the west side of the property. The Village 
wants to have both of these done and have the ability to pull the incentives if both obligations are not met. 
Zachary clarified the nature of the use of the Distribution Center, stating that Cook County categorizes it 
as an industrial use, therefore it has to be a Class 6. Retail would have to be under a Class 7; the plan is to 
have both buildings. 
Priscilla highlighted items on the memo stating that the owner of Pete’s is looking to invest an estimated 
$29,250,000 into this project. The Village expects property tax to increase and a substantial increase in 
sales tax. It is expected to create 40-60 construction jobs and once complete, expect to hire 30-40 full-time 
employees for the distribution facility and approximately 170 employees for the supermarket. There will 
be a couple of outlots for other retail tenants. Certain conditions must be met including the December 31, 
2022 completion date.  
Paula explained that the Village is providing an incentive agreement that ties to certain conditions; if not 
met, then the Village will revote their support for the exemption. 
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Dennis Reidy questioned when the first permit will be called. Paula stated that they have applied; it has to 
go through the entitlement process. A building permit would have to be applied for to begin by or before 
5/1/21; a temporary use permit is being considered for storage due to the Covid crisis. 
Chris Shoemaker stated he was excited to see something go in that building and was concerned as to where 
the car dealers would put their inventory. Paula stated that the board is in discussions regarding that. 
Jay requested a motion to recommend to the Village Board approval of the Reclassification request for 
Pete’s Market. A motion was made by Christine Obbagy; seconded by Dino Sanfilippo. All were in favor; 
motion carried. 
 
Redevelopment Grant: 
Priscilla stated that this grant was put together with feedback from the Village Board and staff knowing that 
we have sites throughout Tinley Park that require significant redevelopment but the costs involved may be 
greater than the value or exceed the funding ability of the property owner. Many don’t qualify for any 
existing programs or meet criteria to be eligible for traditional incentives. Through the grant the Village 
can encourage site and building improvements that will improve property values and the resulting Equalized 
Assessed Value. This program will follow some of the existing Oak Park Avenue Grant Program parameters 
and process for approval. 
Staff recommends a 50/50 matching grant for Façade Improvement, Code Compliance, Stormwater 
Management, Parking Lot Improvements, and Environmental Remediation. Eligible costs include 
permanent improvement that are affixed to the real estate and result in overall increased property value. 
Ineligible expenses include signage and landscaping, professional fees, painting, and any other 
improvements not affixed to the real estate. The process is the same as for the current OPA Grant Program. 
There is application criteria which must be met; one item that is not required by the OPA Grant Program is 
that they’re requesting that the applicant provide a pro-forma statement. Staff has recommended a total 
funding level of $90,000 for the Redevelopment Grant. Once the budget is approved, the funds will be 
available June 1, 2020. The application period will be short due to limited funds; it will open on June 1, 
2020 and close and July 1, 2020. One site can use up to $30,000 in matching grants per site. A site is not 
eligible for grants if they received a Village incentive in the past 10 years. A minimum matching grant 
amount will be $10,000. Priscilla is requesting the ECC recommended the proposed Redevelopment Grant 
Program for approval by the Village Board on May 19, 2020.  
Jay opened the floor for questioned or comments from commissioners; there were none. A motion to 
recommend the Redevelopment Grant Program was made by Brian Potter and seconded by Richard Osty. 
All were in favor; motion carried. 
 
Staff Report –  
Item #1: Priscilla stated that she started as the Business Development Manager on March 18 and that her 
first order of business was to make community businesses aware of the various programs available to them 
through this Covid-19 crisis. Staff has reached out to over 800 businesses and have connected with other 
organizations to share resources and connect business owners to those resources. They hosted a webinar 
presenting the different loan options and programs available; they are working on continuing this series of 
webinars. Eight businesses received the Illinois Hospitality Grant and several others were successful in 
obtaining the PPP and EIDL funds. They have been working with the Marketing Department and have a 
link on the village website for Covid-19 business resources and have been sending out a newsletter. Fees 
and license deadlines have been rolled back to help ease cash flow concerns for business owners. 
Item #2: Priscilla referred to the memo sent out regarding the Revised Oak Park Avenue Grant Obligations. 
As of May 6, 2020 a total of $40,063 in current outstanding grant obligations will be carried over to the 
current fiscal year from fiscal year 2019/2020. 
Item #3: Priscilla stated that the 80th Avenue train station restaurant is currently available; they’d like to see 
an existing successful business owner that is looking to open a second location. They are working on a new 
request for qualification and she asked commissioners to contact her if they know of anyone who might be 
interested. 
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Item #4: Priscilla referred to the memo sent out regarding the Oak Park Playbook Grants. Staff recommends 
the changes outlined on the memo based on feedback from the ECC at previous meetings. They request 
that the ECC recommend the proposed changes for approval by the Village Board on June 2nd. If approved 
it will be in place by next month. 
 
Public Comments –  
Dr. Thies had some comments on the Retail Grant and his experience with the Playbook and some 
discussions he had with Trustee Mueller. Having owned a commercial property in downtown Tinley since 
2003 and having a good history working with the village, he made a decision to purchase and rehab his 
current building. He was presented with the Playbook and available incentives and that made his decision 
easier to purchase the property. He’s had multiple inquiries for the retail space; one that was pretty serious 
until they found out that the new business incentive funds may not be available to them because of the 
lifetime cap on amounts for any building. As Dr. Thies read the Playbook prior to purchasing the building 
and became familiar with the programs and saw that there was a $70,000 fiscal year cap, but no mention of 
a lifetime cap. He had multiple meetings to discuss his concerns and that this unintended consequence is 
now going to put him and other potential businesses at a disadvantage. He’s asking that the ECC recommend 
that remaining incentives continue to be available with a fiscal cap rather than a lifetime cap.  
Jay opened up discussion himself stating that the original intent of the grant was to attract specific 
businesses that tie in with the music theme. There had been past discussions about rewording it to weigh it 
towards targeted companies. But also discussed was that maybe when working with an open shell the retail 
grant could go to improvements substantial to the building. Dr. Thies stated that the designs are a little 
vague in terms as to what is reimbursable. Priscilla stated that the grant amount used to be lifetime capped 
but she is proposing that it be capped to every 3 years. Paula gave a historical review going back to how 
the grant is funded and what the purpose is. They’re working on tightening up some of the language. Code 
compliance and façade improvements already result in permanent improvement to the property. The retail 
grant is different and is used as a recruitment tool. Dennis stated that this is related to a site and that Dr. 
Thies’ property is both residential and commercial and that we have to “drill down” on what we want to do 
with commercial. Christine stated that the last thing we want to do is de-incentivize and that it’s not fair 
that the tenant cannot get the same benefits. Priscilla stated that they hope to have a separate retail grant 
program for business development and recruitment. Christine felt that it would be better tweaking what we 
have now until the new retail grant is developed, which could take years. Paula stated that there might be 
an opportunity at the end of fiscal years to advertise for an exception. Brian noted that the purpose was to 
spread out the money so that all buildings can be improved to beautify the area. Chris said that if we’re 
using taxpayer money we have to use it properly. Jay corrected him stating that it’s not taxpayer money, 
it’s coming through the TIF funds. Dino made a suggestion to take Dr. Thies comments into consideration 
and put it on the agenda for next month.  
Jay addressed commissioners to see how they felt about the three-year waiting period. Commissioners were 
split and Jay recommended that the ECC work with staff to come up with something on the retail side a 
little quicker. Priscilla and Paula stated that it needs to be finalized now for the June 2nd meeting and when 
the new fiscal year starts; it is noted that the plan is now under revision. More discussions ensued. Jay asked 
and staff confirmed that there haven’t been any retail grants approved as of yet. Jay reminded 
commissioners that the ECC’s goal is to make recommendations, but final decisions are up to staff. A 
motion was made to approve staff to recommend to make the limit every three years, then reapply. Five 
commissioners voted no and three voted yes; the overall recommendation is to keep it as is.  
 
Trustee Report – No trustee in attendance. 
 
Comments from the Public – None 
 
There was a motion made by Dino Sanfilippo and seconded by Chris Shoemaker, to adjourn the meeting. 
Vote by voice call. Dennis Reidy abstained. The meeting was adjourned at 8:17 p.m. 


