
 
 

NOTICE OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS COMMISSION 

 

The regular meeting of the ZBA Commission is scheduled for  
Thursday, July 23, 2020 beginning at 7:00 p.m.  

 

A copy of the agenda for this meeting is attached hereto and  
can be found at www.tinleypark.org. 

 

 
NOTICE - MEETING MODIFICATION DUE TO COVID-19 

 

Pursuant to Governor Pritzker’s Executive Order 2020-07, Executive Order 2020-10, Executive 
Order 2020-18, Executive Order 2020-32, Executive Order 2020-33, and Executive Order 2020-
39, 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 May 29, 2020, the members of the Plan Commission will be 
participating in the meeting through teleconference.  
 
A livestream of the electronic meeting will be broadcasted at Village Hall. Pursuant to 
Governor's Executive Order No. 2020-10 and CDC guidelines, no more than 10 people will be 
allowed in the Council Chambers at any one time. Anyone in excess of 10 people will be asked 
to wait in another room with 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. 
  

Public comments or requests to speak may also be emailed in advance of the meeting to 
clerksoffice@tinleypark.org or placed in the Drop Box at the Village Hall by noon on 
Thursday, July 23, 2020.   
 
 

Kristin A. Thirion 
Clerk 
Village of Tinley Park  

http://www.tinleypark.org/
mailto:clerksoffice@tinleypark.org


AGENDA FOR REGULAR MEETING 
VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 July 23, 2020 – 7:00 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 January 23, 2020 Regular Meeting 
  
Item #1 PUBLIC HEARING: DAVIA PURIENE, 6342 CARLSBAD DRIVE 

CORNER FENCE VARIATION  
The Petitioner, Davia Puriene, is requesting a Variation from Section III.J. of the Zoning 
Code (Fence Regulations) at the property located at 6342 Carlsbad 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. 

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 

 
January 23, 2020 
 

 
  

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 January 23, 2020 at 7:00 p.m. 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
Zoning Board Members:   Steven Sepessy, Chairman 

Robert Paszczyk 
     Donald Bettenhausen  

James Fritts 
 
Absent Zoning Board Members:  Jennifer Vargas 

Kellie Schuch 
 
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 January 23, 2020 at 7:00 p.m.  
 
COMMUNICATIONS 
 
None 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
Minutes of the October 10, 2019 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. The Motion was approved by voice call.   
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 JANUARY 23, 2020 REGULAR MEETING OF THE ZONING 

BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Item #1 PUBLIC HEARING:  MARK WEBER – 17305 68TH COURT  

MASONRY VARIATION  
The Petitioner, Mark Weber (Property Owner), is seeking a Masonry Variation from 
Section V.C.4.B. of the Zoning Ordinance to permit a new residential home to be 
constructed without the first-floor masonry requirement on the property at 17305 68th Court 
in the R-4 (Single-Family Residential) zoning district. 

 
 
Board Members:    Steven Sepessy, Chairman 

Robert Paszczyk 
     Donald Bettenhausen  

James Fritts 
 
Absent Zoning Board Members:  Jennifer Vargas 

Kellie Schuch 
 
Village Officials and Staff:  Dan Ritter, Senior Planner 
     Barbara Bennett, Commission Secretary   
 
Guests:     Mark Weber, Petitioner 
      
A Motion was made by COMMISSIONER BETTENHAUSEN, seconded by COMMISSIONER 
PASZCZYK, to open the Public Hearing for Mark Weber (Property Owner), seeking a Masonry Variation. 
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. 
 
CHAIRMAN SEPESSY requested anyone present in the audience who wished to give testimony, comment, 
engage in cross-examination, or ask questions during the Hearing stand and be sworn in. CHAIRMAN 
SEPESSY swore the petitioner and members of the public in. 
 
Dan Ritter, Senior Planner gave a presentation as noted in the Staff Report. The Petitioner is requesting a 
Masonry Variation from Section V.C.4.B. of the Zoning Ordinance to permit a new residential home to be 
constructed without required first floor masonry on the property at 17305 68th Court in the R-4, Single-
Family Residential, zoning district. 
 
The Petitioner is proposing to construct a new house on a vacant lot that is 13,650 square feet in size (65 ft. 
wide and 210 ft. deep).  They have requested the Variation due to the intended architectural style and the 
neighborhood’s varying use of residential building materials on existing homes.  The home is located in an 
older area near the downtown that was near the original 1892 Village boundaries.  The home is expected to 
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meet the Zoning Ordinance in all other areas. The homes in this area vary greatly in their age, size, 
architectural style, and building materials due to a number of lot redevelopments of the years.   
 
The subject property is zoned R-4, Single-family Residential.  The properties to the north, south and west 
are all zoned R-4, Single-Family Residential and have existing single-family homes located on them.  The 
properties to the east are located in the Downtown Core (DC) of the Legacy District and adjacent to Oak 
Park Avenue.  The property directly east is currently the location of Electric Blue Entertainment DJ services.   
 
The Petitioner is proposing to construct a new single-family home with the majority of the exterior utilizing 
fiber cement board siding and architectural shingles at the roof peaks.  A small portion of the front façade 
will utilize a stone material around the base of the structure that will cover approximately 5% of the exterior.  
The stone is only proposed to be installed approximately 2.5 feet in the height to the bottom of the first 
floor window sills and only on the front façade.  The Petitioner has indicated they are looking to create a 
“Craftsman” style house that does not traditionally utilize large amount of brick.   
 
Mr. Ritter displayed the front, rear, and side elevations of the proposed home.  Mr. Ritter also displayed 
photos of neighboring homes. The homes on this block are evenly split between siding and brick first-floor 
exteriors (15 siding, 13 brick). The architectural styles also vary greatly as they span more than a century 
of residential development.   
 
Mr. Ritter went through the three most relevant considerations as listed for Commercial Architectural 
Review: 
 

a. Compatible Architecture – Is the new structure and proposed materials compatible with 
neighboring properties and the surrounding neighborhood’s existing housing stock? 

b. Proposed Building Materials – Are the proposed materials of high-quality and durability? Do the 
proposed materials negatively affect the homes attractiveness or future marketability? 

c. Cohesive Building Design – Do the proposed materials compliment the style and design of the 
home, or do they detract compared to alternative materials? Do the proposed exterior materials 
compliment the architectural design and create natural breaks within the façade to transition 
between materials? 

 
The standard the Village’s Community Development Committee has traditionally used is to review masonry 
Variations in context with the existing neighborhood’s architecture. This ensures the character and quality 
of materials within a neighborhood does not degrade over time and that new homes fit in with the existing 
neighborhood. It is important that the proposed architecture/building materials are not so incongruent with 
the existing architecture/building material that it devalues existing property. The goal should be that the 
new “in-fill” development is compatible with the neighborhood, enhances rather than detracts, and will 
maintain value over time. With the exception of the exterior masonry requirements, the proposed home is 
expected to comply with all other Zoning Ordinance requirements. 

CHAIRMAN SEPESSY asked for questions from the Commissioners. 
 
COMMISSIONER PASZCZYK inquired if this is a single-family home and if the Fire Department would 
review this permit.  Mr. Ritter replied it is a single-family home and the Fire Department would not review 
this permit regarding the exterior and interior materials.    
 
COMMISSIONER PASZCZYK also inquired as to what a Craftsman Style home is.  Mr. Ritter replied 
that the Petitioner would explain it.   
 
CHAIRMAN SEPESSY asked for comments from the Petitioner, Mr. Weber.   
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Mr. Mark Weber introduced himself and his wife Christine and his daughter Chloe. He noted he has 4 
children and has lived in Tinley Park for 17 years. With seven people in their current Cape Cod home, he 
noted they are outgrowing it. They have had their eye on this lot for about three years, due to being close 
to the downtown area and the train station. The Craftsman Style is a lot of natural materials, like wood and 
stone.  In going way back on the architectural style, it would utilize things they could easily find to use on 
the building. Brick is generally not shown on a Craftsman Style home for that reason. We will be using a 
fire retardant cement fiber siding on the exterior. This product has a high fire rating and will not ignite. We 
want to fit in the charm of the neighborhood with some of the homes shown from 1910s. 
 
Mr. Ritter noted if the home was in the Legacy District they are adjacent to on Oak Park Avenue, he could 
build a home with all fiber cement siding.  This neighborhood has a lot of charm like the Legacy District.   
 
Mr. Ritter noted the 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. 
• While the property can yield a reasonable return while meeting the code, the cost and 

design style of the structure are compromised if the code requirements were to be met. 
 

2. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances. 
• This is an “in-fill” development and the only vacant lot on the block.  The unique 

circumstance is that the owner must construct a new home that is compatible with the 
neighborhood. The proposed design is compatible with the surrounding 
neighborhood’s existing exterior materials and architecture. The proposed materials 
(fiber cement board) is a high-quality and highly durable material. 

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

• The existing neighborhood has a large mix of architectural styles and exterior building 
materials. The proposed materials fit in with the existing neighborhood and the design 
and quality of the home is not harmed by the lack of masonry. 

 
4. Additionally, the Zoning Board of Appeals shall also, in making its determination whether 

there are practical difficulties or particular hardships, take into consideration the extent to 
which the following facts favorable to the Petitioner have been established by the evidence: 
 

a. The particular physical surroundings, shape, or topographical condition of the specific 
property involved would result in a particular hardship upon the owner, as 
distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations were 
carried out; 
 

b. The conditions upon which the petition for a Variation is based would not be 
applicable, generally, to other property within the same zoning classification; 
 

c. The purpose of the Variation is not based exclusively upon a desire to make more 
money out of the property; 
 

d. The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by the owner of the property, 
or by a previous owner; 
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e. The granting of the Variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious 
to other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the property is 
located; and 
 

f. The proposed Variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to an 
adjacent property, or substantially increase the congestion in the public streets, or 
increase the danger of fire, or endanger the public safety, or substantially diminish or 
impair property values within the neighborhood. 

 
A Motion was made by COMMISSIONER PASZCZYK, seconded by COMMISSIONER 
BETTENHAUSEN, to close the Public Hearing for Mark Weber (Property Owner), seeking a Masonry 
Variation. The Motion was approved by voice call. CHAIRMAN SEPESSY declared the Motion approved. 
 
A Motion was made by COMMISSIONER BETTENHAUSEN, seconded by COMMISSIONER FRITTS 
to recommend that the Village Board grant the Petitioner, Mark Weber, a Masonry Variation from Section 
V.C.4.B.  of the Zoning Ordinance to permit a new single-family home to be constructed without the 
required first floor masonry at the property located at 17305 68th Court in the R-4 (Single-Family 
Residential) zoning district consistent with the List of Submitted Plans attached herein and adopt Findings 
of Fact as proposed by Village Staff in the Staff Report, subject to the following conditions: 

1. The project subject to review and approval of the Final Engineering and Grading Plans by the 
Village Engineer prior to issuance of any building permits. 

2. If any public utility or drainage easements are determined to be required by the Village 
Engineer, such easements shall be recorded prior to issuance of any building permits. 

3. A public sidewalk the width of the lot shall be proposed on the Final Engineering and Grading 
Plans and shall be installed per Village standards prior to occupancy.” 
 

AYES:  PASZCZYK, FRITTS, BETTENHAUSEN & CHAIRMAN SEPESSY 

NAYS:  NONE 

CHAIRMAN SEPESSY declared the Motion unanimously approved. 

This will be heard by the Village Board on February 4, 2020 

GOOD OF THE ORDER:   

Mr. Ritter noted: 

1. The last ZBA review was Mr. Akram at 16440 84th Avenue for the rear yard setback for the screen 
porch.  It was approved by the Village Board.  Mr. Akram has not applied for his permit as of yet.   

2. SIP Wine Bar, is moving along with the interior remodeling.  They are hoping to open in February.   
3. The Boulevard at Central Station has their foundation in and should be building in the spring. 
4. Peko & Bean is a new tea shop on Oak Park Avenue.  It has coffee and tea and sweets. 
5. Love’s Sweet Arrow has opened near the tea shop and is a romance book store on Oak Park Avenue. 
6. North of the 80th Avenue Train Station, Anytime Fitness and Union Bar & Grill will be opening 

soon in the shopping center where Fratellos and the Tanning Shop were.  
7. In the large old TJ Max location on Harlem Avenue, Homeline Furniture store will be opening. 

They are remodeling now. 
8. 7-Eleven Gas Station on 171st Street and Harlem Avenue was reviewed by Plan Commission and 

will be going to the Village Board on February 4, 2020. 
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9. There will be no ZBA Meeting on February 13, 2020 due to lack of agenda items.   
 
RECEIVE COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 

None at this time. 

ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no further business, a Motion was made by ZONING BOARD MEMBER PASCZCYK, 
seconded by ZONING BOARD MEMBER BETTENHAUSEN, to adjourn the Regular Meeting of the 
Zoning Board of Appeals of January 23, 2020 at 7:32 p.m. The Motion was unanimously approved by voice 
call. ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS CHAIRMAN STEPHEN SEPESSY declared the meeting 
adjourned. 
  



July 23, 2020 – Public Hearing 
 
Corner Fence Variation – 6342 Carlsbad Drive, Puriene 
 

 
 

 
The Petitioner, Daiva Puriene, 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 setback of a secondary front yard on the property located 

at 6342 Carlsbad Drive in the R-4 (Single-family Residential) zoning district. 

 

The Petitioner has requested the Variation to match the location and style of their 

neighbor’s fence (6343 Arcadia Drive) that was granted a Variation in 2013 (Ord. #2013-O-

026). The backyards and corner side yards of the two properties are adjacent to each other. 

Meeting the code by setting a privacy fence back 25 feet would create an odd 12-foot jog in 

the fence line along Ridgeland and reduce their usable rear yard area. They prefer a privacy 

fence along Ridgeland Avenue because it is a more heavily traveled connector street. The 

fence will match the neighbor’s fence design. 

 
 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
Petitioner 

Daiva Puriene (Owner) 

 

Property Location 

6342 Carlsbad Drive 

 

PIN 

28-29-105-011-0000 

 

Zoning 

R-4 (Single-Family 

Residential) 

 

Approval Sought 

Variation 

 

 

 

 

 

Project Planner 

Daniel Ritter, AICP 

Senior Planner 
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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 southeast corner of 

Ridgeland Avenue and Carlsbad 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 property is 

mostly open along Ridgeland Avenue currently and 

a fence is only installed for a small portion with a 

patio. That current fence is setback to the house 

setback.  
 

The subject site has a neighbor to the north (6343 

Arcadia Dr.) that received a corner fence variation in 

2013 (Ord. #2013-O-026) to extend the fence 12 ft 

from the allowable setback for a 6’ high privacy 

fence. The Zoning Board noted at the time that ten 

feet was their typical maximum allowance, but that 

two additional feet was acceptable here due to an 

existing large tree, deck stair location, and large 

parkway on Ridgeland Avenue. 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Subject Property 
6342 Carlsbad Dr 

Neighbor Property 
6343 Arcadia Dr 
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The subject property (outlined in purple in 

the graphic to the right) is a corner lot 

located within the Lancaster Highlands  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. 

 

After months of discussion between the 

ZBA, Plan Commission and Community 

Development Committee, the Village Board 

adopted an ordinance in January 2018, amending the fence regulations in Section III.J 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 ten-foot encroachment is permitted and the fence must be a 

maximum of five-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 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 north of the subject property was approved for a 

Variation (Ord. 2013-O-026) due to the development pattern on Ridgeland Avenue with many fences, traffic, and an 

existing tree. It should be noted that the neighbor one block to the north (6342 Arcadia Dr) has also applied for a 

Variation that will be heard at the August 13, 2020 Zoning Board of Appeals meeting. 

 

It is important to note that if the 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.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

R-4 

R-4 

R-4 

R-4 R-4 

R-4 
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The Petitioner is requesting a Variation from the Zoning Code to construct a new six-foot tall, solid privacy style fence 

that will extend 12-feet out to the property line along Ridgeland Avenue (green line on the plan below). The Petitioner 

has requested the Variation due to their location along a more heavily traveled street, existing fence locations along 

Ridgeland Avenue, for additional privacy, and for aesthetic purposes to match their neighbors’ fence. 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 eight 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 (blue line on the plan below). Alternatively, a privacy fence is permitted at the 25 feet house 

setback line (purple line on the plan below). However, these options would not match the neighbor’s fence in style 

(white PVC privacy) or location (12 ft.) Typically staff would recommend maintaining the ten-foot maximum 

encroachment into the required setback, however the two foot difference here would create a noticeable transition 

between the fences. 
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Section X.G.4. of the Zoning Ordinance states 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 Zoning Board of Appeals must provide findings for the first 

three standards; the remaining standards are provided to help the Zoning Board of Appeals further analyze the 

request. Staff prepared draft responses for the Findings of Fact below.  

 

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; however, the Variation creates a more useful and 

attractive property by matching the fence location and style of the neighbors. 

 

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

• The Petitioner is matching their neighbors’ fence setback and style which had a Variation previously 

approved. There are no immediately adjacent primary front yards or driveways or visibility impacts 

at the intersection. The wider than usual right-of-way also helps to buffer any visual impacts of the 

fence. 

 

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

• The fence will match the north neighboring property’s existing fence style and location previously 

approved for a Variation. The area along Ridgeland Avenue has a long fence line along the west side 

of the road and a large right-of-way width that help to buffer the visual impacts of corner lot fences.  

 

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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If the Zoning Board of Appeals wishes to take action, an appropriate wording of the motions would read:  

 

“…make a motion to recommend that the Village Board grant a 12-foot Variation to the Petitioner, Daiva Puriene, 

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 Carlsbad 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 July 23, 2020 Staff Report.” 

 

…with the following conditions: 

  [any conditions that the ZBA would like to add] 

 
 

 

 

Submitted Sheet Name Prepared By 
Date On 

Sheet 

 Plat of Survey (Marked) Petitioner/Preferred 

Survey, Inc 

3.4.2005 

 Variation Standards/Findings of Fact Petitioner 6.22.2020 

 Pictures of Neighbor’s (6343 Arcadia Dr) Fence Petitioner 6.22.2020 
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