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 AGENDA FOR REGULAR MEETING 

VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
March 23, 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 

Approval of Minutes: February 23, 2017 Regular 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. 

 

Good of the Order 

Receive Comments from the Public 

Adjournment 



       Minutes of the Village of Tinley Park Zoning Board of Appeals 
                                                  February 23, 2017 

Page 1 of 10 
 

 
MINUTES OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK, 

COOK AND WILL COUNTIES, ILLINOIS 
 

FEBRUARY 23, 2017 
 

The regular meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals was held in the Council Chambers of Village Hall on 
February 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 SEPESSY, 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 9, 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 
FITZGERALD, 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 FEBRUARY 23, 2017 MEETING 
 
ITEM #1: PUBLIC HEARING: DUPAGE MEDICAL GROUP, LTD. – 17495 LA GRANGE ROAD 

– VARIATION FROM THE MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE SIGN FACE AREA FOR A 
WALL SIGN IN THE B-4 ZONING DISTRICT 

 
 Consider whether to recommend to the Village Board to grant the Petitioner, DuPage Medical 

Group, Ltd., a fifty-nine (59) square foot Variation from Section IX.D.4.a. (Sign Regulations 
for Wall Signs in the B-4 Zoning District) of the Zoning Ordinance where the maximum 
allowable sign face area for a wall sign in the B-4 Zoning District is sixty (60) square feet.  
This Variation would allow the Petitioner to install a new wall sign with a total sign face area 
of one hundred nineteen (119) square feet on the west (La Grange Road) side of the building at 
17495 La Grange Road in the B-4 (Office and Service Business) Zoning District.  The 
proposed wall sign will replace the “Pronger Smith Medical Care” wall sign.   

 
 
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:     David Spaccarelli, DuPage Medical Group 
     Ken Kelly, Sign Palace 
     Nick Holik, Sign Palace 

 
 
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, DuPage Medical 
Group, Ltd. is seeking a Variation from the maximum allowable sign face area for a wall sign in the B-4 Zoning 
District. The sign they are proposing replaces the Pronger Smith sign that exists there today.  There is no other 
wall sign on the building.  This is a corner lot and technically they are allowed two wall signs.  They are just 
proposing one at this location.  She said the existing sign was permitted in 2002 and it is approximately 160.2 
sq. ft.  The proposed sign is 119 sq. ft.  The allowable sign face area for a new wall sign in the B-4 Zoning 
District is 60 sq. ft. so this sign is just about twice as large as what is allowed today.   
 
MS. KISLER added the Petitioner’s property is zoned B-4 while other health care facilities in this area are 
zoned B-3.  The Sign Regulations for wall signs in the B-3 Zoning District allow a maximum sign face area of 
120 sq. ft. She stated that because of the difference in zoning DuPage Medical Group is at a competitive 
disadvantage for wall signage.  She noted there is an opportunity for the ZBA and the Village Board to make a 
condition on this Variance that they can just have this one wall sign that encompasses the entire area rather than 
two wall signs.   
 
MS. KISLER showed a picture of where the sign will be located on the building. She noted it is over 200 ft. 
from La Grange Road.  She stated that the proposed sign is about 40 sq. ft. smaller than the existing Pronger 
Smith 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. 
 
CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE asked if there was a Variance for the current sign and also asked why this property 
is zoned B-4 while other properties are zoned B-3. MS. KISLER replied that Staff was not able to locate a 
Variance for the existing sign.  The sign did have a building permit back in 2002.  When the property was built 
back in the late 1990’s it was probably zoned B-4 because B-4 is generally an office district. They probably 
went with that rather than B-3, which is a general business and commercial district.  The use is allowed in both 
B-3 and B-4. 
 
CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE asked the Petitioner if the sign would be lit in any manner and is there any intent 
on putting a sign up on the South facing wall of the building in the future. DAVID SPACCARELLI, Chief 
Operation Officer for DuPage Medical Group, said the sign will be internally illuminated with LED’s.   He said 
there are no plans to put another sign up now. 
 
CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE asked for a Motion to close the Public Hearing.  A Motion was made by BOARD 
MEMBER PASZCZYK, seconded by BOARD MEMBER FITZGERALD to close the Public Hearing.  THE 
MOTION WAS APPROVED by voice call.  CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE declared the Motion approved. 
 
CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE opened the discussion of the Findings of Fact.  He noted because of the unique 
circumstance of the zoning on this property compared to the immediately surrounding properties there is a 
hardship. He also noted that the proposed sign would not alter the essential character of the locality. 
 
ZONING BOARD MEMBER PASZCZYK asked about the condition that no other sign would be added.   
 
MS. KISLER stated that the condition was suggested if the ZBA would want to limit them from having a second 
wall sign because this proposed wall sign would encompass the allowable sign face area for two wall signs.  She 
said that if the ZBA wishes to recommend that the Petitioner receive signage equal to what is allowed in the B-3 
Zoning District, the ZBA might not want that condition. If the ZBA adds the condition, the Petitioner would not 
be allowed to apply for another sign, as that would be a condition of the approval.    
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KEN KELLY, Sign Palace, stated that if the Petitioner wanted a second wall sign in the future, that sign would 
be located on the southernmost section of the building facing south. 
 
ZONING BOARD MEMBER SAMUELSON asked if this is the only sign this building is going to have. 
 
MR. KELLY replied saying there is currently plans for the proposed wall sign and a freestanding sign along the 
west (La Grange Road) side of the property.  
 
CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE stated he did not see a need for a condition. 
 
ZONING BOARD MEMBER SAMUELSON stated the speed limit on La Grange Road. is about 50 mph and it 
may be difficult to see a smaller wall sign at that speed and distance from the road.   He added that Alpha Med 
got a Variance for a freestanding sign in the past.  He recalled the reason for the B-4 zoning on the Petitioner’s 
property was because Pronger Smith was the first to build in this area and there was no thought that this would 
turn into a medical corridor.  He said many of the properties zoned B-3 came in with the idea of strip centers or 
big box retailers that may come in.   
 
Hearing no other comments, CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE asked for a Motion to consider the Petitioner’s 
request.  A motion was made by BOARD MEMBER SAMUELSON, seconded by BOARD MEMBER 
SEPESSY, to consider recommending that the Village Board grant the Petitioner, DuPage Medical Group, Ltd., 
a fifty-nine (59) square foot Variation from Section IX.D.4.a (Sign Regulations for Wall Signs in the B-4 
Zoning District) of the Zoning Ordinance where the maximum allowable sign face area for a wall sign in the B-
4 Zoning District is sixty (60) square feet.  This Variation would allow the Petitioner to install a new wall sign 
with a total sign face area of one hundred nineteen (119) square feet on the west (La Grange Road) side of the 
building at 17495 La Grange Road in the B-4 (Office and Service Business) Zoning District.  The motion is 
based on the evidence provided at this hearing and the following: Findings of Fact: 
 

1. The plight of the owner in this situation is unique due to the fact that the property is the only medical 
building in Tinley Park along La Grange Road that is zoned B-4 rather than B-3.   

2. The Sign Regulations for the B-4 district allow half of the wall signage allowed in the B-3 district.   

3. The proposed wall sign will not alter the character of the area because it will be consistent with the 
allowable sign face area at the Alpha Med Physicians Group property and the Advocate Health Group 
property.   

 
AYE:    Zoning Board Members Michael Fitzgerald, Bob Paszczyk, Dave Samuelson, Steve Sepessy
  Jennifer Vargas, 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 Petitioners that this recommendation will be presented to the 
Village Board of Trustees for a final decision.   
 
A motion was made by ZONING BOARD MEMBER PASZCZYK, seconded by ZONING BOARD MEMBER 
FITZGERALD, to close the Public Hearing #1.  The Motion was approved by voice call; all in favor.  
CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE declared the motion 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 FEBRUARY 23, 2017 MEETING 
 
ITEM #1: PUBLIC HEARING:  MARTINO – 17804 BISHOP ROAD – VARIATION FROM THE 

ALLOWABLE ENCROACHMENT FOR A FENCE IN A REQUIRED FRONT YARD 
SETBACK 

 
 Consider whether to recommend to the Village Board to grant the Petitioners, Aldo and Marcy 

Martino a four-foot, six-inch (4’6”) Variation from Section III.H.I. (Permitted Encroachments 
in Required Yards within Residential Zoning Districts) of the Zoning Ordinance where a fence 
may not encroach more than ten feet (10’) into the required setback on a non-addressed front 
yard on a corner lot.  This Variation would allow the Petitioners to install a new five-foot (5’) 
tall open-style aluminum fence at a five-foot six-inch (5’6”) setback from the north (Radcliffe 
Road) side of this corner lot at 17804 Bishop Road, resulting in a 14’6” encroachment (4’6’ 
greater than the allowed encroachment), in the R-3 PD (Single-Family Residential, Planned 
Unit Development) Zoning District and within the Radcliffe Place subdivision.   

 
 
 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:     Aldo Martino, Petitioner 
 
 
A Motion was made by ZONING BOARD MEMBER PASZCZYK, seconded by ZONING BOARD MEMBER 
SEPESSY, to open the Public Hearing at 7:54 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, began the Staff Report presentation explaining that the Petitioners, Aldo and 
Marcy Martino, are requesting a four-foot, six-inch (4’6”) Variation from the allowable ten feet (10’) 
encroachment for a fence in the secondary front yard (non-addressed front yard) setback. She noted the Public 
Hearing is written a little differently this time since in the past it has been a Variation was written to the required 
front yard setback in Section 5 of the Zoning Ordinance. Staff and the Village Attorney determined the more 
appropriate Variation is from the allowable encroachment for a fence within the non-addressed front yard. She 
also noted the Radcliffe Place Subdivision allows a lesser front yard setback in the non-addressed front yard, 
which is twenty (20) feet rather than the typical twenty-five (25) feet on both front yards. She stated the fence 
policy in the past was to only grant administrative variances in the non-addressed front yard for five (5’) feet 
from the building line since these properties already are able to construct five (5) feet closer to the property line. 
She added the Petitioners currently have a fence five (5) feet out from the house. Currently there is just over 
sixteen (16) feet between the fence and the property line. The Petitioners propose a five-foot aluminum fence 
which would be located about ten feet, eight inches (10’8”) north of the current fence. She noted that typically a 
fence allowed in the front yard is a four (4) foot height rather than a five (5) foot height. 
 
MS. KISLER presented an image of property lines, setback lines, current fence location, and the allowable 
encroachment of the proposed fence and also the location of a proposed pool.  The existing fence is five (5’) feet 
north of the house.  The proposed location of the fence would be five feet, six inches (5’6”) feet south of the 
north property line.  She noted that the Petitioners’’ proposed fence location came from a Variance that was 
granted back in 2005 to the neighbor to the west.  She noted the Zoning Board at that time denied the neighbor’s 
Variance request; however, the Village Board overturned their recommendation and approved it.  The reasoning 
for the neighbor’s Variation was due to existing landscaping beds, which the Petitioner wanted to enclose within 
their fence.  She said Staff typically would take into consideration alignment with the adjacent fences; however, 
in this situation, the Petitioners’ fence is not immediately adjacent to the neighbor’s fence. She noted there is a 
large drainage area (45 -75’ wide) between the Petitioners’ property and the neighbor’s property. She stated in 
this particular case the argument for alignment may not be valid due to the spacing between the fences.  
 
MS. KISLER stated Staff did an analysis of Radcliffe Road and identified five (5) properties where fences 
encroached beyond the front yard setback line. Aside of the Variation of the property to the west, four (4) other 
properties were granted similar Administrative Variations to the Petitioner, which meant the fences were 
allowed to encroach five feet (5’) into the non-addressed front yard setback (15’ from the property line). She 
added if the Petitioners’ Variance request was granted it could set a precedent for twelve (12) other corner lot 
properties in the immediate area fronting Radcliffe Road.  
 
ZONING BOARD MEMBER SAMUELSON asked who owns the easement between the two properties. MS. 
KISLER replied that it appears that the Village may own that property.   
 
ZONING BOARD MEMBER VARGAS asked for an explanation as to why the Petitioners did not go with an 
Administrative Variation. 
 
MS. KISLER responded saying they could have requested that; however, when Staff reviews the requests for an 
Administrative Variance we also do the same analysis and look for safety and aesthetics. She said that in this 
case Staff would have noted that the ten foot (10’) Administrative Variance would have been out of character for 
the neighborhood since other fences along Radcliffe Road typically encroached five feet (5’) into the required 
front yard setback. She noted that Staff likely would have denied the request for an Administrative Variance.  
 
ZONING BOARD MEMBER PASZCZYK noted that of the five (5) homes that could be impacted by the 
precedence of this decision, two (2) of the homes have driveways facing the street and the other three (3) have 
driveways in front of the house.  He noted this could have been a consideration by the ZBA due to line of sight.  
He also asked for clarification on the neighbor’s house regarding their original request.  MS. KISLER responded 
that originally the neighbor’s request was to erect their fence at the property line at a zero foot (0’) setback and it 
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was amended based on the location of a tree or some landscaping according to the minutes.  She said the 
neighbors went with the most amount they could live with and having the fence bisect the landscape beds was 
acceptable to them, which is what you can see at the property today. 
 
ZONING BOARD MEMBER FITZGERALD asked what the space between the pool and the fence should be. 
MS. KISLER responded that there is no requirement in the Zoning Ordinance, but it must meet the 
manufacturer’s specifications for the pool. She noted the Petitioners stated reason for their Variance request is 
that they want to have more room between the future pool and the fence.   
 
ZONING BOARD MEMBER VARGAS asked the Petitioner if the sole purpose for this Variance is because of 
the pool. 
 
ALDO MARTINO, Petitioner, responded saying yes; he would like more room between the pool and the fence 
for his children and for safety.  He does not want kids in the neighborhood to be able to jump from the fence to 
their future pool.  He also noted in the future he would like to do some landscaping. He stated they erected the 
current fence about nine (9) years ago.   
 
ZONING BOARD MEMBER SEPESSY asked if there was a way to move the future pool further south, away 
from the existing fence. MR. MARTINO responded that was not possible because of the location of the buried 
service lines in the yard.  He said he also wants to construct a fence with a gate and a lock on the south side of 
the pool so he can enclose the pool separate from the rest of the yard for safety. He would also like to line up the 
fence with the neighbor’s fence to the west.   
 
CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE noted he would keep the Public Hearing open to the Commissioners since the ZBA 
has been asking questions of the Petitioner already.   
  
ZONING BOARD MEMBER SAMUELSON noted the Petitioner wants to line up the fence with the neighbor’s 
fence and this Variance was originally declined by the ZBA.  He stated that he didn’t want to base his decision 
on this Petitioner’s Variance request on the fact that the neighbor’s Variance request was granted by the Village 
Board overruling the Zoning Board’s recommendation.  
 
MR. MARTINO stated further down on Radcliffe Road the fences in other properties’ backyards are one foot 
off the sidewalk on the whole block. Staff noted that the area that is being referenced is 88th Avenue, not 
Radcliffe Road.  
 
CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE noted he sympathizes with the Petitioner with the fact that he has two front yards 
but he agrees with BOARD MEMBER SAMUELSON’s statement.   
 
ZONING BOARD MEMBER SAMUELSON stated he did not see the difference of safety based on the location 
of the fence.  He did not see any increase of safety with the fence placed further away from the future pool. MR. 
MARTINO disagreed. 
 
MS. WALLRICH stated that the Petitioner could place landscaping along the outside of the fence to discourage 
anyone from jumping over the fence and it would also provide additional screening for privacy. 
 
ZONING BOARD MEMBER SAMUELSON stated he appreciates the dialogue; however, he felt the hardship 
is self-created since the Petitioner is planning to add the pool. He stated that the size and location of the future 
pool are under the control of the Petitioner. He stated that this lot does not have significant grade changes to deal 
with that would limit the location of the fence or pool. He noted the hardship of having a corner lot but 
understood that there was already some mitigation of that hardship with having the lesser twenty-foot (20’) non-
addressed front yard setback. He emphasized that building something, such as the pool, is not in and of itself a 
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hardship and that the Board must look to the Village Zoning Ordinance for guidance. He expressed concern for 
setting precedence. He felt that granting the Variation would encourage the neighbors to do the same.  
 
MR. MARTINO stated no one in the neighborhood cares about doing this. He said some of the people in his 
subdivision wanted to come in support of his request.  
 
ZONING BOARD MEMBER SAMUELSON asked Staff if they would grant the 10’ Administrative Variation. 
 
MS. KISLER responded, stating that based on the existing fences in the diagram previously shown and the 
lesser setback of the home, she would not grant it since this existing fence is already consistent with the other 
fences that were also granted Administrative Variations. She said these fences are fifteen feet (15’) from the 
property line and there is no need to come out further and not be in character with the other fences.   
 
ZONING BOARD MEMBER VARGAS asked the petitioner if he would consider making the proposed fence 
location smaller.  She also asked if he would be putting a gate in on the proposed fence.  MR. MARTINO said 
yes, he would go smaller.  He was just trying to get as much area as he could. He also added that he wanted to 
get the same as the neighbor behind him.  He stated he would not be putting a gate in on the proposed fence.   
 
ZONING BOARD MEMBER PASZCZYK noted the open style of the proposed fence is a positive.  He asked 
the Petitioner, for the sake of safety, if we grant the Administrative Variance of ten feet (10’), if that would 
serve his purpose.  MR. MARTINO replied yes and asked how that would work. He stated that if he can’t get 
the extra four feet he originally requested, he would take what he could get. 
 
CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE noted he would prefer to vote on what was presented.   
 
MS. KISLER stated Staff administratively can grant up to ten feet (10’). Section 10 of the Zoning Ordinance 
says the ZBA has the final authority to allow a fence no more than 10’ in front of the building setback lines.  If it 
is more than ten feet (10’) it must go to the Village Board. She noted in this instance; however, Staff would not 
recommend approving the Administrative Variance. If the ZBA wanted to overrule Staff, they could address it 
as an appeal of Staff’s decision and in that case the ZBA would make the final decision. It would not have to go 
to the Village Board.   
 
There was some discussion with the Village Attorney on how the ZBA could respond to this request. Staff 
pointed out that the ZBA could review the request as an appeal of Staff’s denial. However, the Attorney stated 
that since the Petitioner did not apply for an Administrative Variation, the Board could not review it as an 
appeal. 
 
ZONING BOARD MEMBER FITZGERALD stated this is a consistency issue. He said the ZBA must be 
consistent or this will cause bigger problems.   
 
Hearing no further comments, CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE asked for a motion to consider the Petitioners’ 
request. A Motion was made by CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE, seconded by ZONING BOARD MEMBER 
FITZGERALD, to consider recommending that the Village Board grant the Petitioners, Aldo and Marcy 
Martino, a four-foot, six-inch (4’6”) Variation from Section III.H.I. (Permitted Encroachments in Required 
Yards within Residential Zoning Districts) of the Zoning Ordinance where a fence may not encroach more than 
ten feet (10’) into the required setback on a non-addressed front yard on a corner lot.  This Variation would 
allow the Petitioners to install a new five-foot (5’) tall open-style aluminum fence at a five-foot six-inch (5’6”) 
setback from the north (Radcliffe Road) side of this corner lot at 17804 Bishop Road, resulting in a 14’6” 
encroachment (4’6’ greater than the allowed encroachment), in the R-3 PD (Single-Family Residential, Planned 
Unit Development) Zoning District and within the Radcliffe Place subdivision. The motion was made based on 
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the evidence provided at this hearing and 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.   
 
AYE:    None  
 
NAY:                 Zoning Board Members  Michael Fitzgerald, Bob Paszczyk, Dave Samuelson, Steve Sepessy
  Jennifer Vargas, and Chairman Chris Verstrate 
 
ABSENT: Paul Lechner 
 
 
The Motion was DENIED by roll call.  CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE declared the Motion DENIED. 
CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE explained to the Petitioners that this recommendation will be presented to the 
Village Board of Trustees for a final decision.   
 
A motion was made by ZONING BOARD SEPESSY, seconded by ZONING BOARD MEMBER PASZCZYK, 
close the Public Hearing #2.  The Motion was approved by voice call; all in favor.  CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE 
declared the motion approved.    
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GOOD OF THE ORDER   
 
None.  
  
 
RECEIVE COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 
 
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 SEPESSY, seconded by BOARD MEMBER FITZGERALD, to close the regular meeting of the 
Zoning Board of Appeals of February 23, 2017 at 8:41 p.m.  THE MOTION WAS APPROVED by voice call.  
CHAIRMAN VERSTRATE declared the Motion approved. 
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Rendering of Petitioner’s Proposed Sign 

 
 
SUMMARY OF VARIATION REQUEST 
 
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.  
 
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 wall sign on the north façade 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. 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
Petitioner 
Express Signs & Lighting 
Maintenance, Inc. on behalf 
of Aurelio’s Pizza 
 
Property Address 
15901 Oak Park Avenue 
 
PIN 
28-19-200-022-0000 
 
Parcel Size 
0.67 acres ± 
(29,354 square feet) 
 
Zoning 
B-3 (General Business and 
Commercial) 
 
Publication 
Daily Southtown  
(March 5, 2017) 
 
Requested Action 
Consider making a motion 
to recommend the 
requested Variation to the 
Village Board 
 
 
Project Planner 
Stephanie Kisler, AICP 
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VILLAGE STAFF COMMENTS 
 
BACKGROUND & CONTEXT 
Staff has reviewed the Petitioner’s Variation request, which would allow the Petitioner to replace the existing 
north-facing wall sign with a new wall north-facing wall sign. The building currently has multiple wall signs, which 
exceed the current regulations within Section IX. Staff could not locate record of a Variation or sign permit for the 
existing signs. The Petitioner’s application states that the existing signs have been on the building for over 20 
years. The Petitioner will also be replacing the existing west-facing wall sign and will remove the shield-shaped 
signs on the north and west façades. 
 

  
Existing Aurelio’s Sign on the North Façade  

 
Proposed Aurelio’s Sign on the North Façade 

(15.36 square feet) 
 
 

 
N 



Aurelio’s – 15901 Oak Park Avenue 

Page 3 of 8 

PROPOSED WALL SIGN 
The proposed wall sign on the north façade 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. The proposed sign is internally lit. The 
Petitioner will mount the proposed sign on a new mansard roof constructed on the existing roofline. The new sign 
would not constitute a roof sign, unlike the existing wall sign at this location, which was installed in a more 
freestanding manner at the edge of the roofline. 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. 
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Staff notes that the proposed wall sign on the north façade will match the proposed wall sign on the west façade. 
See plans below. If the Petitioner’s property were a corner lot, then they would be allowed two (2) wall signs, 
including up to about 45 square feet on the north façade and up to about 85 square feet of sign face area on the 
west façade. Comparably, the proposed signs respectfully are about 15 square feet (33% of what would be allowed) 
and 44 square feet (approximately 50% of what is allowed). 
 

  
Proposed Wall Sign on North Façade 

(15 square feet – 45 square feet would be allowed) 
Proposed Wall Sign on West Façade 

(approx. 44 square feet – 85 square feet allowed) 
 

  
Existing Wall Sign on North Façade  Existing Sign on West Façade  

 
 
 
ZONING & REGULATIONS 
The property is zoned B-3 and the property is an interior lot with right-of-way frontage along Oak Park Avenue. 
Per Section IX.D.3.a. of the Zoning Ordinance, one (1) wall sign is allowed per building/tenant frontage (see 
excerpts below). The building frontage and the primary entrance to Aurelio’s are along Oak Park Avenue. 
 

 
Excerpt from Section IX.D.3.a. of the Zoning Ordinance 

 
Section IX defines Building Frontage as: “The facade of the building that faces a public right-of- way, and/or 
includes the primary entrance to the business.” 
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STAFF COMMENTS 
The lot configuration at the southeast corner of 159th Street and Oak Park Avenue is unique in that there are two 
(2) separate lots that share the same access points and parking—similar to a commercial development with 
outlots, i.e. Tinley Park Plaza.  It is not uncommon in those situations for an outlot building to receive additional 
signage. The setback of the structure at 6787 159th Street allows the Petitioner’s property visibility toward 159th 
Street. Additionally, a wall sign already exists at this location and the Petitioner is proposing to replace the existing 
sign. 
 

 
Aerial Image of the Petitioner’s Property and the Adjacent Property 

 
 
As with all Variations, the issue of precedence must be considered. Currently, only corner lots are allowed more 
than one (1) wall sign, although most interior lots would not benefit from a wall sign on the side of the structure 
due to visibility encumberances.  Previous approvals for secondary wall signs include the Vrdolyak building at 7777 
159th Street where the Board approved a second wall sign due to the unique circumstance of the structure and the 
site.  
 
Staff in other Village departments reviewed the Petitioner’s request and the only comment received was from the 
Fire Department, who noted that this building is out of compliance with fire sprinkler and fire alarm installations. 
The Fire Department has reached out to the property owner to discuss a plan of action for compliance. 
 
 
  

Proposed Second 
Wall Sign 
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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 wall sign have an impact on safety? 
• Will customers be able to identify the building without seeing a second wall sign on the north side 

of the building? 
 

2. Aesthetics 
• Does the proposed wall sign match the other signage in the vicinity? 
• Is the location of the proposed wall sign aesthetically pleasing? 

 
3. Hardships 

• Does the Petitioner have a hardship? 
• Is the Variance request due to an inconvenience or is the request based off of unique circumstances? 
• What is considered a ‘reasonable return of the property’ or reasonable amount of signage? 

 
4. Precedence 

• Is this situation unique to this lot? 
• How does the existing second wall sign influence this Variation request? 
• By granting this Variation request, will other commercial properties be able to be approved for 

additional wall signs? 
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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 Petitioners and the information researched by Staff as of March 17, 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 can still yield a reasonable return if the Petitioner only had one (1) wall sign; 
however, the business could lose potential customers by removing the existing north-facing wall 
sign and not replacing it. 

2. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances. 
• The request is unique to this property because there is an existing second wall sign on the north 

façade and has unobstructed view from 159th Street. Not all interior lots already have multiple wall 
signs that have existed for over twenty (20) years. 

3. The Variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality. 
• The proposed wall sign will not alter the character of the area because it will be consistent with the 

location of the existing sign. The proposed wall sign will be an improvement to the existing wall 
sign. 

• Additionally, the proposed sign is visibly smaller than the existing sign and is more easily readable. 
The Petitioner will also remove the additional shield-shaped wall signs on the building. 

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; 

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. 
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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, 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. [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.] 

 







FINDINGS OF FACT 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION TO BE PRESENTED 

TO SUPPORT AV ARIATION REQUEST FROM THE TERMS OF 

THE VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK ZONING ORDINANCE 

Section X.G.1 of the Village of Tinley Park Zoning Ordinance requires that the Zoning Board 
of Appeals determine compliance with the following standards and criteria. In order for a 
variance to be approved, the Petitioner must respond to all the following questions with facts 
and information to support the requested Variation: 

A. Describe the difficulty that you have in conforming with the current regulations and 
restrictions relating to your property, and describe how this hardship is not caused by 
any persons presently having an interest in the property. (Please note that a mere 
inconvenience is insufficient to grant a Variation). For example, does the shape or size 
of the lot, slope, or the neighboring surroundings cause a severe problem in completing 
the project in conformance with the applicable Ordinance requirement? 

This property currently has 2 signs and the current code only allows for 1 sign for an interior 

lot. The 2nd sign has been present for over 20 years and has not been detrimental in 

anyway. 

B. Describe any difficulties or hardships that current zoning regulations and restrictions 
would have in decreasing your property value compared to neighboring properties. 

There have been 2 wall signs on this building for over 20 years. The sign code has changed 

and these signs were not grandfathered in. 

C. Describe how the above difficulty or hardship was created. 

If we are unable to replace the existing sign, it will decrease the exposure to market the 

product. 



FINDINGS OF FACT (CONTINUED) 

D. Describe the reasons this Variance request is unique to this property only and is not 
applicable, in general, to other properties within the same Zoning District. 

This property is zoned B3. This building has a unique placement which allows visibility of a 

sign from 159th Street. 

E. Explain how this Variance would not be regarded as an attempt at financial gain, but 
only because of personal necessity. For example, the intent of the Variance is to 
accommodate related living for an elderly relative as opposed to adding an additional 
mcome source. 

We are just looking to replace the existing sign. 

F. Describe how granting this Variance request will not be detrimental to the public 
welfare or injurious to other properties or improvements in the neighborhood in which 
the property is located: (Example: fencing will not obstruct view of automobile 
traffic). 

The sign is existing already. We are looking to refresh the sign to make it look nicer for the 

neighborhood and to bring it up to code. This is in no way detrimental to the public. 

G. Explain how granting this Variance will not alter the essential character of the 
neighborhood or locality: 

The sign already exist. 



FINDINGS OF FACT (Continued) 

H. Describe how the requested Variance will not: 

1. Impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent properties. 

This is a wall sign. There will be no effect to the supply of light and air. 

2. Substantially increase the congestion of the public streets. 

This is a wall sign. This will have no effect to the congestion of the public streets because it 

will not be a distraction. 

3. Increase the danger of fire. 

This is a wall sign. This is actually an improvement to the existing sign. This sign will be built 

to the current codes. 

4. Impair natural drainage or create drainage problems on adjacent property. 

This is a wall sign so there will be no effect to the drainage: 

5. Endanger the public safety. 

This is a wall sign that will be secured to the wall. It will meet all applicable codes. 

6. Substantially diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood. 

This sign replacement will be an improvement to the neighborhood due to the current state 

of the existing sign. 



January 24, 2017 

 

To Whom It May Concern: 

 AS the property owner of 15901 S Oak Park Ave., Tinley Park Il. Known as Aurelio’s Pizza I hereby 
give permission to Express Signs & Lighting Maintenance to request a variance for the removal of our 
NORTH sign and to replace it with a NEW sign of same size and likeness. I am giving them my permission 
to act on my behalf.  

         Thank You 

         Ted Mavrakis 
          01/24/2017 
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SIDE VIEW OF 
MANSARD ROOF 

(1) SET OF ILLUM INATED

CHANNEL LETTERS - "AURELIO'S"

• Faces to be ACRYLITE RED 211
• 1" BLACK trim caps, 5" BLACK returns
• Internally illuminated with RED LED's
• Channel Letters mounted to a raceway

on fabricated Mansard Roof

CHANNEL MODULE & SHIELD 

RACEWAY 

• WHITE acrylic faces with translucent vinyl graphics 
• VINYL COLORS:

3M DARK RED (3630-73), 3M GREEN (3630-26)
• 1" BLACK trim caps, 5" BLACK returns
• Internally illuminated with white LED's
• Mounted to a raceway on fabricated Mansard Roof

SIGN SQUARE FOOTAGE: 37 

(1) 20 Amp Circuit/ 120V
U.L. ELECTRICAL #E154882

WIREWAY PAINTED TO MATCH BUILDING 
COLOR T.B.D. BEFORE PRODUCTION 
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24 ft - 0 in 
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MAINTENANCE 

PHONE: 
815.725.9080 
FAX: 
815.725.7543 
EMAIL: 
SIGNS@EXPSIGNS.COM 
ADDRESS: 
212 AMENDODGE 
SHOREWOOD, IL 
60404 

CUSTOMER, 
AURELIO'S 
PROJ ECT ADDRESS: 
TINLEY PARK, IL 
PROJECT: 
ILLUMINATED 
CHANNEL LETTERS 
(WEST ELEVATION) 
PROOFNOt: 
016-278 
DESIGNER, 
BS 
DATE: 
11.03.2016 
SCALE: 
3/8"=1' 
REVISION: 02.22.17 - Added 
drawing of Mansard Roof 

NOTES: 

THIS DRAWING IS THE 
PROPERTY OF EXPRESS 
SIGNS AND IS TO ONLY BE 
USED IN CONNECTION WITH 
WORK PERFORMED BY 
EXPRESS SIGNS. THIS 
DRAWi NG IS NOT TO BE 
REPRODUCED, COPIED OR 
EXHIBITED IN ANY FASHION 
WITHOUT WRITTEN CONSENT 
FROM EXPRESS SIGNS. 
CHARGES UP TO $2,000 WI LL 
BE ASSESSED 
FOR ANY MIS-USE. 

SIGN TYPE: 

A 1.1 
APPROVED BY: 

DA TE APPROVED: 

© 2017 EXPRESS SIGNS, INC. 
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