
 
 

NOTICE OF THE MEETING OF THE 
PLAN COMMISSION 

 

The meeting of the Plan Commission is scheduled for  
April 15, 2021 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, 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 Commission members may 
be participating in the meeting through teleconference.  
 
Pursuant to Governor's Executive Order No. 2020-63 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 maximum limit 
will be asked to wait in another room with live audio 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. 
  

Meetings are open to the public, but members of the public may continue to submit their public 
comments or requests to speak telephonically in advance of the meeting to 
clerksoffice@tinleypark.org or place requests in the Drop Box at the Village Hall by noon on 
April 15, 2021 . Please note, written comments will not be read aloud during the meeting. A copy 
of the Village’s Temporary Public Participation Rules & Procedures is attached to this Notice. 
 
 
 

Kristin A. Thirion 
Clerk 
Village of Tinley Park  
  

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


VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK 
TEMPORARY PUBLIC PARTICIPATION RULES & PROCEDURES 

 

 

As stated in Gubernatorial Executive Order 2020-07 issued on March 16, 2020 and Gubernatorial 
Executive Order 2020-10 issued on March 20, 2020, both extended by Gubernatorial Executive Order 
2020-18 issued on April 1, 2020, all public gatherings of more than ten people are prohibited. In-person 
public participation is not defined as an essential activity. 

The Mayor of Tinley Park is issuing the following rules for all Village Board and other public meetings in 
order to promote social distancing as required by the aforementioned Executive Orders and the 
requirements of the Open Meetings Act: 

 

Written Comments 

After publication of the agenda, email comments to clerksoffice@tinleypark.org. When providing written 
comments to be included as public participation at a public meeting, clearly identify the following in the 
subject line:  

• The date of the meeting; 
• The type of meeting for the written comments (e.g. Village Board meeting, Zoning Board of 

Appeals meeting, Plan Commission meeting, etc.); 
• Name and any other identifying information the participant wishes to convey to the public body; 
• The category of public participation (e.g., Receive Comments from the Public, Agenda Items, etc.); 
• For specific Agenda Items, identify and include the specific agenda item number; 
• The entire content of the comments will be subject to public release. The Village of Tinley Park is 

under no obligation to redact any information. 
 

The contents of all comments will be provided to the relevant public body for their review. Written 
comments will not be read aloud during the meeting. If you wish to publicly address the public body, 
you may request to participate via teleconference as described below. 

 

Comments must be submitted by 12:00 pm on the day of the meeting. However, it is strongly 
recommended that comments be emailed not less than twenty-four (24) hours prior to the meeting so 
the appropriate Board members, Commissioners, Board members, and Committee members have 
sufficient time to review the comments prior to the meeting. 

 

 

 

 



Live Public Participation During Meeting 

After publication of the agenda, those wishing to participate in a live telephone call option at a public 
meeting must register by 12:00 pm on the day of the meeting.  A Village representative will call the 
participant at the relevant portion of the meeting and the participant will be allowed to participate 
telephonically at the meeting. To participate in a live telephone call during the meeting, a request shall be 
submitted by email to clerksoffice@tinleypark.org. The following information must be included the 
subject line:  

• The date of the meeting; 
• The type of meeting for the written comments (e.g. Village Board meeting, Zoning Board of 

Appeals meeting, Plan Commission meeting, etc.); 
• Name and any other identifying information the participant wishes to convey to the public body; 
• The category of public participation (e.g., Receive Comments from the Public, Agenda Items, etc.); 

and 
• For specific Agenda Items, identify and include the specific agenda item number. 

If the participant provides an email address, they will receive a confirmation email that their request has 
been logged. If the participant provides an email address and does not receive a confirmation email, they 
may call (708) 444-5000 during regular business hours to confirm the application was received. 

Upon successful registration, the participant’s name will be placed on an internal Village list. On the date 
and during relevant portion of the meeting, the participant will be called by a Village representative. The 
Village representative will call the provided telephone number and allow the phone to ring not more than 
four (4) times. If the call is not answered within those four (4) rings, the call will be terminated and the 
Village representative will call the next participant on the list. 

The public comment should be presented in a manner as if the participant is in attendance at the meeting.  
At the start of the call, the participant should provide their name and any other information the 
participant wishes to convey. For comments regarding Agenda Items, identify and include the specific 
agenda item number. The participant should try to address all comments to the public body as a whole 
and not to any member thereof. Repetitive comments are discouraged. The total comment time for any 
single participant is three (3) minutes. Further time up to an additional three (3) minutes may be granted 
by motion. A participant may not give his or her allotted minutes to another participant to increase that 
person's allotted time. 
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 AGENDA FOR REGULAR MEETING 
VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK 

PLAN COMMISSION 

 April 15, 2021 – 7:00 P.M. 
Council Chambers 

Village Hall – 16250 S. Oak Park Avenue 
 
 
Regular Meeting Called to Order 
Roll Call Taken 
Communications 
Approval of Minutes: Minutes of the April 1, 2021  Regular Meeting 
 
ITEM #1   PUBLIC HEARING - SUNSET ESTATES TOWNHOME DEVELOPMENT, 6864 

& 6900 179TH STREET – ARCHITECTURE/SITE PLAN APPROVAL, 
ANNEXATION/FINAL PLAT APPROVAL, REZONING, VARIATION 

Consider recommending the Village Board grant Maria Poulos, on behalf of MAKP 
Properties, INC., a rezoning upon annexation, of property located at 6864 179th Street to 
R-6 (Medium Density Residential District), and a rezoning of property located at 6900 
179th Street from R-1 (Single Family Residential District) to the R-6 Zoning District. 
Approval of the Architecture/Site Plan and Annexation/Final Plat of Subdivision along 
with a  Variation to allow rear yard setbacks from the north property line ranging from 
13.59 feet to 15.12 feet when the required setback is 30 feet will also be considered. 

Good of the Order 
Receive Comments from the Public 
Adjourn Meeting 
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MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE 
PLAN COMMISSION, VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK, 
COOK AND WILL COUNTIES, ILLINOIS 
 

 
April 1, 2021 

 
 
 

 
The meeting of the Plan Commission, 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 April 1, 2021.  
 
CALL TO ORDER – PLAN COMMISSION CHAIRMAN GRAY called to order the Regular Meeting of the Plan 
Commission for April 1, 2021 at 7:00 p.m. 
 
CHAIRMAN GRAY stated the meeting was being held remotely consistent with Governor Pritzker’s Executive Order 
2020-07 issued on March 16, 2020, which suspends the Open Meetings Act provisions relating to in-person attendance 
by members of a public body. The Open Meetings Act (OMA) requires public bodies to allow for public comment, 
therefore, this meeting will include public comment via the established protocol. Even if members of the public do 
not provide comment, participants are advised that people may be listening who do not provide comment, and those 
persons are not required to identify themselves. He noted that the meeting is being recorded and that some attendees 
are participating by web/audio conference. 

Kathy Congreve called the roll.  
 
Present and responding to roll call were the following:   
 
     Chairman Garrett Gray (Participated electronically) 

Eduardo Mani (Participated electronically) 
     Angela Gatto (Participated electronically) 

Kehla West (Participated electronically) 
Frank Loscuito (Participated electronically) 
James Gaskill 

 
Absent Plan Commissioners:  Lucas Engel 
     Mary Aitchison 
     Steven Vick 
 
Village Officials and Staff:    Dan Ritter, Senior Planner 
     Paula Wallrich, Planning Manager (Participated electronically) 
     Kathy Congreve, Commission Secretary 
 
Guests:     Jim Waner, of Waner Enterprises Inc. 

George Faycurry, on behalf of GFCTinley LLC 
Tom Panos, on behalf of MAKP Properties 

 
Members of the Public:   Lisa Dailey 

Elizabeth Crum-Roberts 
Cecilia Escalante  

 
 
COMMUNICATIONS 
None 
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APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
Minutes of the March 18, 2021 Regular Meeting of the Plan Commission were presented for approval. A motion was 
made by COMMISSIONER WEST, seconded by COMMISSIONER MANI to approve the minutes as presented.  
 
COMMISSIONER GRAY requested a voice vote asking if any were opposed to the motion; hearing none, he declared 
the motion carried. 
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TO:    VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
 
FROM:   VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK PLAN COMMISSION 
 
SUBJECT:   MINUTES OF THE APRIL 1, 2021 REGULAR MEETING 
 
ITEM #1         PUBLIC HEARING – BETTINARDI EXPANSION, 7650 GRAPHICS DRIVE – 

SITE PLAN APPROVAL AND SPECIAL USE FOR A SUBSTANTIAL 
DEVIATION FROM A PUD 

Consider approving a Site Plan and recommending the Village Board grant Robert 
Bettinardi, on behalf of RJB Tinley Park Real Estate LLC (Property Owner), a Special Use 
for a Substantial Deviation from the Planned Unit Development (PUD) with exceptions 
from the Zoning Ordnance for the property located at 7650 Graphics Drive in the ORI PUD 
(Office and Restricted Industrial, Hickory Creek PUD) zoning district. 
 
 

Present Plan Commissioners:  Chairman Garrett Gray (Participated electronically) 
Eduardo Mani (Participated electronically) 

     Angela Gatto (Participated electronically) 
Kehla West (Participated electronically) 
Frank Loscuito (Participated electronically) 
James Gaskill 

 
Absent Plan Commissioners:  Lucas Engel 
     Mary Aitchison 
     Steven Vick 
 
Village Officials and Staff:    Dan Ritter, Senior Planner 
     Paula Wallrich, Planning Manager (Participated electronically) 
     Kathy Congreve, Commission Secretary  
 
Guests:     Jim Waner, Waner Enterprises Inc., representing Bettinardi 
 
 
CHAIRMAN GRAY asked for a motion to open the Public Hearing. Motion made by COMMISSIONER GATTO, 
seconded by COMMISSIONER WEST. Chairman Gray requested a voice vote asking if any were opposed to the 
motion; hearing none, he declared the motion carried.  
 
CHAIRMAN GRAY stated that he received proof of the Notice of Publication for this Public Hearing. He then invited 
staff to start with the presentation of this item.  
 
DAN RITTER, Senior Planner, presented his staff report. He stated that this was the second meeting for this item; the 
first was the workshop a few weeks ago. He will be touching on a couple of the issues that were outstanding at that 
meeting with front parking being the primary concern. He noted that the Staff Report has been distributed to the 
Commission and posted on the Village website and will be attached to the minutes as part of the meeting record. A 
recommendation (Open Item #4) was reviewed and discussed for a pedestrian walkway to access the new visitor stalls. 
Proposed lighting (Open Item #7) and staff’s recommendation for existing fixtures was also discussed.  
 
CHAIRMAN GRAY asked for comments from each Commissioner. There were none. 
 
CHAIRMAN GRAY commented on Item #4, stating that he likes what he sees with the added sidewalk, light pole 
and retaining wall with the rail. And he concurs with staff on Item #7, requiring the petitioner to get revised 
photometric plans to staff before moving forward. 
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CHAIRMAN GRAY invited the Petitioner to speak. Jim Waner, of Waner Enterprises Inc., was present but had no 
comments.  
 
There was no public comment.  
 
A Motion was made by COMMISSIONER GASKILL, seconded by COMMISSIONER LOSCUITO to close the public 
hearing on Bettinardi Golf Expansion. 

CHAIRMAN GRAY asked for a voice vote asking if any were opposed to the motion; hearing none, he declared the 
motion carried. 
  
There were no further comments or discussion.  
 
DAN RITTER summarized the Standards for Special Use. 
 
The first motion, for Site Plan Approval was made by COMMISSIONER MANI, seconded by COMMISSIONER 
WEST to grant the Petitioner, Robert Bettinardi on behalf of RJB Tinley Park Real Estate LLC, Site Plan Approval 
to construct a building addition with site changes at 7650 Graphics Drive in the ORI PD (Office & Restricted 
Industrial, Hickory Creek PUD) Zoning District, in accordance with the plans submitted and subject to the following 
conditions: 

1. Approval is subject to final engineering review and approval by the Village Engineer. 
2. Approval is subject to approval of the Special Use for a Substantial Deviation to the PUD by the 

Village Board. 
3. Revised photometric plans and details of the light pole are required to be submitted and meet the 

Village’s exterior lighting requirements. 
 
Roll Call: 
AYE: COMMISSIONERS MANI, GATTO, WEST, GASKILL, and LOSCUITO, CHAIRMAN GRAY 
NAY:  None.   
CHAIRMAN GRAY declared the Motion approved by roll call.   
 

The second motion, for Substantial Deviation, was made by COMMISSIONER GATTO, seconded by 
COMMISSIONER WEST to recommend that the Village Board grant a Special Use Permit for a Substantial Deviation 
from the Hickory Creek PUD and Exceptions from the Zoning Ordinance (including front yard parking location and 
aisle widths) to the Petitioner, Robert Bettinardi on behalf of RJB Tinley Park Real Estate LLC, to permit a building 
addition and associated site changes at 7650 Graphics Drive in the ORI PD (Office & Restricted Industrial, Hickory 
Creek PUD) Zoning District, in accordance with the plans submitted and adopt Findings of Fact as proposed by Village 
Staff in the April 1, 2021 Staff Report.  

Roll Call:  
AYE: COMMISSIONERS MANI, GATTO, WEST, GASKILL, and LOSCUITO, CHAIRMAN GRAY 
NAY:  None.   
CHAIRMAN GRAY declared the Motion approved by roll call.   
 
This will go to the Village Board on April 13, 2021. 
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TO:    VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
 
FROM:   VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK PLAN COMMISSION 
 
SUBJECT:   MINUTES OF THE APRIL 1, 2021 REGULAR MEETING 
 
ITEM #2 WORKSHOP/PUBLIC HEARING – 6732 173RD STREET, TINLEY OFFICE 

CENTRE - VARIATION 

Workshop and public hearing to consider recommending the Village Board grant George 
Faycurry, on behalf of GFC Tinley (Property Owner) a Variation from of the Zoning Code 
to allow for a 557 sq. ft. one-bedroom apartment instead of the minimum requirement of 
800 sq. ft. at 6732 173rd Street in the DF (Downtown Flex) zoning district. 

Present Plan Commissioners:  Chairman Garrett Gray (Participated electronically) 
Eduardo Mani (Participated electronically) 

     Angela Gatto (Participated electronically) 
Kehla West (Participated electronically) 
Frank Loscuito (Participated electronically) 
James Gaskill 

 
Absent Plan Commissioners:  Lucas Engel 
     Mary Aitchison 
     Steven Vick 
 
Village Officials and Staff:    Dan Ritter, Senior Planner 
     Paula Wallrich, Planning Manager (Participated electronically) 
     Kathy Congreve, Commission Secretary  
 
Guests:     George Faycurry, Petitioner 
 
Members of the Public:   Lisa Dailey - Love, Inc. 

Elizabeth Crum-Roberts - Sona Bella Salon 
Cecilia Escalante - Sona Bella Salon 

 
 
CHAIRMAN GRAY invited staff to start with the workshop portion of this item. 
 
DAN RITTER presented his staff report, noting that sometimes workshops and public hearings are combined as they 
are tonight so as to expedite things. He reminded Commissioners that if they felt there was not enough info or time, 
there is always an option to continue it. He noted that the Staff Report had been distributed to the Commission and 
posted on the Village website and will be attached to the minutes as part of the meeting record. 
 
CHAIRMAN GRAY asked if there were any comments or discussion from Commissioners. Comments were as 
follows: 

COMMISSiONER LOSCUITO stated that this could be a perfect apartment for a young person who walks 
downtown and uses the train for work. He understands the tax situation and that this could help out with the 
residential designation being taken into consideration. 

COMMISSIONER WEST wanted to confirm that there are other apartments of similar size in the area. DAN 
RITTER stated there are several in older buildings from the early 1900’s prior to current zoning and therefore 
have not received Variations.. COMMISSIONER WEST questioned the size of the bedroom and if it could 
be combined to make it a studio apartment. She also questioned if the apartment would be impacted by noise, 
being that it is a commercial building next to a bar.  
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DAN RITTER stated that it could be made into a studio apartment. Addressing her other question, he said 
the noise issue was looked at and determined to be ok because it’s an office building, making it a compatible 
mix. The combined entrance isn’t preferred but is the only option in this case. 

 COMMISSIONER GATTO – no comments 

COMMISSIONER GASKILL questioned why the minimum requirements were set at 800 sq. ft. DAN 
RITTER stated that it was to make sure it is adequate housing and not substandard.  

PAULA WALLRICH stated that this is an urban area; there is no standard in the industry, but downtown 
areas traditionally have smaller minimum requirements. 

COMMISSIONER MANI asked if the apartment wall was attached to Durbin’s.  

DAN RITTER stated the property was constructed as a stand-alone building with zero-foot plot lines. 
COMMISSIONER MANI shared his concerns about fire safety.  

DAN RITTER assured commissioners the property does not share a wall with Durbin’s and that it will need 
to meet building and fire codes and have required fire alarms and sprinklers. 

CHAIRMAN GRAY redirected commissioners to Open Item #1 and that the Variation request is to permit 
the unit with 557 sq. ft. which is a little more than half of the required 800 sq. ft. minimum. If it were closer 
to 400 sq. ft. it would drastically affect the layout. He echoed COMMISSIONER WEST’S concerns about 
the size of the bed that would fit. He felt that even though the layout is a smaller size, it is adequate and may 
be a great starter apartment for someone; the smaller space would not be a detriment for someone single and 
young. He stated that he walked the parking lot and saw that there were dedicated signs already for the 
businesses in the building. Additionally, he wouldn’t want apartment sizes to continually shrink, but 
considering this property for a minimum and exception, it would be ok. 

 
CHAIRMAN GRAY asked if the Petitioner had anything to add; he did not. 
 
CHAIRMAN GRAY asked for a motion to open up the Public Hearing A Motion was made by COMMISSIONER 
GASKILL, seconded by COMMISSIONER LOSCUITO to open the Public Hearing on Tinley Office Centre 
Apartment Size Variation.  
 
CHAIRMAN GRAY asked for a voice vote asking if any were opposed to the motion; hearing none, he declared the 
motion carried. 
 
CHAIRMAN GRAY stated that he received proof of the Notice of Publication for this Public Hearing and invited staff 
to proceed with the presentation. 
 
 DAN RITTER did not have anything more to present than what was covered during the Workshop portion. 
 
CHAIRMAN GRAY asked the commissioners if they had any new comments or questions for staff; there were none. 
He asked if the petitioner had anything at this time; he did not. 
 
CHAIRMAN GRAY asked if there was anyone from the public wishing to comment; each of them were sworn in 
before comment. 

LISA DAILEY, of Love, Inc. (a tenant in the building) – Lisa stated that they occupy the northeast office of 
the second floor. She explained that the first floor has two lockable doors with a staircase leading up to all 
glass doors on the second floor. Her concern is that it is a shared hallway, and in the evenings and weekends 
when the businesses are not there, the resident would be coming and going. There have been safety issues with 
the entry doors; if they are locked from the exterior, you cannot unlock it from the interior and you are locked 
in the building. An additional concern is that the resident may leave the building door open to allow for visitors 
to come and go so as not to have to continually go down and unlock it for them. An unlocked door can also 
leave the building open to someone seeking shelter or use of the restroom, which presents security issues for 
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the resident and the business tenants. She also pointed out that they share a hallway with Durbin’s which is 
many times used by Durbin’s employees to come into the building and use their bathrooms. The hallway also 
serves as an alternate exit to her and other tenants of the building in the event they are locked in at the other 
doors. However, on some occasions this door has been blocked with Durbin’s tables and chairs. All in all, she 
has security concerns as to how to segregate residential from commercial in this multi-use type of building.  

DAN RITTER stated that they weren’t aware of the problems with not being able to unlock the doors; that is 
likely a fire issue and will be addressed. And there will need to be security procedures put into place. 

 
CHAIRMAN GRAY opened up the discussion asking if commissioners had any comments. 

COMMISSIONER WEST suggested that the egress needs to be dealt with before it’s approved.  

DAN RITTER stated that it could be added as a condition, but it will be addressed whether the variation is 
approved or not. 

 COMMISSIONER MANI echoed Commissioner West’s comment to have that resolved.  

COMMISSIONER LOSCUITO also concurred with the door locking issue. 

 CHAIRMAN GRAY concurred as well. 

 COMMISSIONERS GATTO and GASKILL had no further comments. 
 
CHAIRMAN GRAY asked if there was anyone else from the public wishing to comment. 

ELIZABETH CRUM-ROBERTS, representing Sona Bella Salon (a tenant in the building) – She stated that 
she agrees with Lisa’s comments and says they have had discussions about these issues. Her concern is that 
there is no provided security in the building, only security systems which the business tenants have if they 
choose to do so. She pointed out that the security lights in the parking lot hardly ever work.  

CECILIA ESCALANTE, representing Sona Bella Salon (a tenant in the building) – She echoed Lisa’s and 
Elizabeth’s comments and concerns. She too has been locked in the building. She noted that there are not even 
any windows that provide exit access. She’s concerned with the security of the parking lot and lack of lighting. 
 

The commissioners had no further comments. 
 
GEORGE FAYCURRY, the Petitioner, stepped up to offer his comments. He stated that Goldy Locks installed the 
locks on this building. The incident with the doors locking was reported to them and he was told they would correct the 
problem. He apologized to the tenants that it was not corrected; he will have that corrected first thing Monday and will 
be there to make sure it is. Regarding the issue with Durbin’s leaving stuff in the hallway, he stated that this has been 
an ongoing problem. He spoke about his increase in taxes and that he’s looking to make the building mixed-use to get 
a reduction on his taxes. He stated that he appreciated the earlier comments and concerns and that he respects them. 
 
CHAIRMAN GRAY opened up the discussion asking if commissioners had any further comments or questions; there 
were none. CHAIRMAN GRAY commented that he was glad to hear that the locks would be corrected first thing 
Monday. He finds it disturbing that there are issues with Durbin’s stacking things in front of the door.  
GEORGE FAYCURRY responded, stating that he has talked to the two people in charge every time he’s there.  
DAN RITTER told him that he will give him the contact information for the Fire Inspector and recommended that he 
contact them and also speak with the Building Department regarding the egress.  
 
A Motion was made by COMMISSIONER WEST, seconded by COMMISSIONER MANI to close the Public Hearing 
on Tinley Office Centre Apartment Size Variation. CHAIRMAN GRAY asked for a voice vote asking if any were 
opposed to the motion; hearing none, he declared the motion carried. 
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There were no further comments or discussion.  
 
DAN RITTER reviewed the draft Standards for a Variation with commissioners; these had also been provided in the 
staff report. 
 
CHAIRMAN GRAY mentioned adding verbiage to the motion to address the issues discussed. 
 
A motion was made by COMMISSIONER WEST, seconded by COMMISSIONER GATTO to recommend that the 
Village Board grant a 243 sq.ft. Variation to the Petitioner, George Faycurry on behalf of GFCTinley LLC, to permit 
a 557 sq. ft. dwelling where the minimum usable floor area is 800 sq. ft. at the property located at 6732 173rd Street 
in the DF (Downtown Flex) zoning district, in accordance with the plans submitted and adopt Findings of Fact as 
proposed in the April 1, 2021 Staff Report, subject to the following conditions: 

1. A parking stall shall be dedicated to the apartment tenant with appropriate signage. 
2. A bike rack with at least one bike parking space for the apartment tenant be installed. 
3. The Variation is limited to one unit within the building and no other Variations for unit sizes shall be south 

as they should first be combined to create.  
4. A building permit is required to be submitted and approved by the Building Department before proceeding 

with any work. 
5. Any building or fire code issues must be corrected prior to occupancy. 

 
Roll Call: 
AYE: COMMISSIONERS MANI, GATTO, WEST, and LOSCUITO, CHAIRMAN GRAY 
NAY: COMMISSIONER GASKILL 
CHAIRMAN GRAY declared the Motion approved by roll call.   
 
This will go to the Village Board on April 13th, 2021. DAN RITTER stated that it will go to Village Board on April 
20th, 2021 as well. 
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TO:   VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
 
FROM:   VILLAGE OF TINLEY PARK PLAN COMMISSION 
 
SUBJECT:   MINUTES OF THE APRIL 1, 2021 REGULAR MEETING 
 
ITEM #2 WORKSHOP – SUNSET ESTATES TOWNHOME DEVELOPMENT, 6864 & 6900 

179TH STREET – ARCHITECTURE/SITE PLAN APPROVAL, 
ANNEXATION/FINAL PLAT APPROVAL, REZONING, VARIATION 

Workshop to consider recommending the Village Board grant Maria Poulos, on behalf of 
MAKP Properties, INC., a rezoning upon annexation, of property located at 6864 179th 
Street to R-6 (Medium Density Residential District), and a rezoning of property located at 
6900 179th Street from R-1 (Single Family Residential District) to the R-6 Zoning District. 
Approval of the Architecture/Site Plan and Annexation/Final Plat of Subdivision along 
with a Variation to allow rear yard setbacks from the north property line ranging from 
13.59 feet to 15.12 feet when the required setback is 30 feet will also be considered. 
 

Present Plan Commissioners:  Chairman Garrett Gray (Participated electronically) 
Eduardo Mani (Participated electronically) 

     Angela Gatto (Participated electronically) 
Kehla West (Participated electronically) 
Frank Loscuito (Participated electronically) 
James Gaskill 

 
Absent Plan Commissioners:  Lucas Engel 
     Mary Aitchison 
     Steven Vick 
 
Village Officials and Staff:    Dan Ritter, Senior Planner 
     Paula Wallrich, Planning Manager (Participated electronically) 
     Kathy Congreve, Commission Secretary 
 
Guests:     Tom Panos, on behalf of MAKP Properties 
 
CHAIRMAN GRAY invited staff to start with the workshop presentation of this item. 
 
PAULA WALLRICH, Planning Manager, gave her presentation covering the items to be reviewed and analyzed. Ms. 
Wallrich noted that the Staff Report had been distributed to the Commission and posted on the Village website and 
will be attached to the minutes as part of the meeting record. MS. WALLRICH covered the Standards for Site Plan 
and Architectural Reviews with commissioners. 
 
CHAIRMAN GRAY asked if there were any comments or discussion from Commissioners. Comments were as 
follows: 
 COMMISSIONER MANI stated that this looked like a nice development. 

COMMISSIONER LOSCUITO stated that he likes the carriage walk idea and understands staff’s reasoning 
that the side yard is actually the rear yard and that it exceeds requirements and that the actual rear yard (side 
yard) is not adjacent to any other developed property. 

COMMISSIONER WEST thanked staff for the thorough report. She also has concerns about it being up 
against the single-family homes but she thinks the plan mitigates that. 

CHAIRMAN GRAY agrees with staff’s recommendations. He states that on Item #1 he feels that it’s ok that 
the streets are not consistent with the Legacy Plan. The fences on the east and west help buffer surrounding 
properties and the project fits that area and is a nice development. 
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CHAIRMAN GRAY asked if the Petitioner was present and had anything to add. DAN RITTER stated that he is 
present, has no comments and thanks the Commission for the comments. 
 
There will be a Public Hearing on this item on April 15, 2021 at the next Plan Commission meeting. 
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GOOD OF THE ORDER –  

DAN RITTER stated that Banging Gavel has poured their patio and are looking to get something going out on the patio 
this year. There is an ice cream shop (The Scoop) opening up soon on Oak Park Avenue; the property had been a 
recipient of a Façade Grant. Avocado Theory and South Street are moving along. Staff has interviewed four candidates 
for the Planner position; there will be a second round of interviews in the coming weeks and they hope to have someone 
on board in the next month or two. There are two projects coming forward from a developer that’s already doing projects 
in town, one being a Starbucks south of the 7-11 being constructed at 171st & Harlem Avenue and one converting the 
empty MB Financial building on 171st and LaGrange Road. Hailstorm has their permit for their permanent outdoor 
patio space. Fry The Coup opened and there’s another tenant moving in that building as well. April 15th is the next Plan 
Commission meeting; anyone who wants to attend in person can do that now. 
 
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC – There were none 

A Motion was made by COMMISSIONER GASKILL, seconded by COMMISSIONER LOSCUITO to adjourn the 
April 1, 2021 Plan Commission meeting. 
 
COMMISSIONER GRAY asked for a voice vote asking if any were opposed to the motion; hearing none, he declared 
the motion carried and adjourned the meeting at 9:23 P.M. 
 



PLAN COMMISSION STAFF REPORT  
April 1, 2021 – PUBLIC HEARING 
 
Sunset Estates Townhome Development  
Revisions resulting from workshop are noted in red.  
17870-17881 179th Street  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Petitioner, Maria Poulos, on behalf of MAKP Properties, INC., is requesting approval of 
rezoning two parcels upon annexation and rezoning of a third parcel, from R-1 (Single 
Family Residential) to R-6 (Medium Density Residential). The Petitioner is also requesting a 
Variation to the rear yard setback of 14.88 to 16.41 feet along the north property line, where 
the required setback is 30 feet, to allow rear yard setbacks ranging from 13.59 feet to 15.12 
feet.  Approval of the rezoning and variation will allow for the construction of two townhome 
structures with six dwelling units in each structure for a total of twelve dwelling units on 
property comprising 1.13 acres.  Approval of this development will also include review of 
the site plan and architecture against the standards outlined in the zoning code and 
approval of the Final Plat of Subdivision. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
Petitioner 
Maria Poulos, on behalf 
of MAKP Properties, INC. 
 
Property Location 
17870-17881 179th Street  
 
PIN 
28-31-105-015-0000  
28-31-105-018-0000  
28-31-105-075-0000 
 
Zoning 
R-6 (Medium Density 
Residential)  
 
Approvals Sought 
• Rezoning 
• Variation  
• Plat of Subdivision  
• Site Plan and 

Architecture Approval 
 
 
 
Project Planner 
Paula J. Wallrich, AICP 
Planning Manager 
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BACKGROUND 
 
Even though the subject development is located outside of the Legacy District planning area, the Legacy Plan included 
the subject parcels in their “Illustrative Master Plan” and “Roadway Framework Plan”.  The Legacy Plan, adopted in 2009, 
was the precursor for the Legacy Code (adopted 2011) which was designed to implement the Legacy Plan’s goal to 
strengthen the aesthetics and economics of the downtown area. A ‘walkable’ downtown that maximizes the number 
of people living within the train station helped define the various regulations guiding each of the six-character areas. 
One of the ten principles of the Legacy Plan focused on the roadway network: 
 
 
8. Create a connected roadway framework with small walkable blocks 
A downtown that has train tracks running through it poses a unique set of challenges and opportunities. 
The Legacy Plan aims to maintain and build upon the existing framework of streets by ensuring that we 
continue to reinforce the importance of connecting current and future roads. A fully functioning grid 
ensures that there are many streets to disperse traffic, which reduces vehicle congestion and provides for 
better emergency access. Wherever practical, the new blocks envisioned in the plan will be framed by 
streets and be made small enough to encourage walking. 
 
Roadway Framework Plan  

 
 
The intent of the Roadway Framework Plan was to build upon the current system of connected streets and small 
pedestrian scaled blocks in the planning area and extend these qualities to the rest of the larger study area. The Plan 
recommends extending “missing” roadways, such as the proposed extension of 178th Street west to Oak Park Avenue 
that completes the existing street grid.  The Plan also recommends creating an alley system that provides shared 
access from the rear, thereby minimizing curb cuts and improving the pedestrian experience.  The proposed new 
street recommendation (see circled area above) was most likely a proposal based on the desire to improve access to 
the Settler’s Pond area.  The proposed road does not link to any other roadway to the east or west and provides 
marginal improvement to the overall connectivity of the roadway system in the area. Instead, it is staff’s concern that 
would provide a ‘cut-through’ to avoid the intersection of 179th and Oak Park Avenue, at the detriment of the property 
owners fronting that street.   
 
It is important to note that master plans are design to be fluid documents that serve as a general guide and respond 
to outside influences over time.  The Legacy Plan provides principles that can continue to guide our decisions without 
necessarily requiring adherence to the actual mapping of those principles as depicted in the Plan.  For example, the 
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graphic to the right is also part of the Plan and is defined 
as a Proposed Street Framework Plan, yet it proposes a 
different roadway alignment then the Roadway Framework 
Plan depicted above.  
 
After discussion amongst staff at the monthly 
Development Review Team (interdepartmental meetings 
comprising representatives from Engineering, Public 
Works, Fire, Building, Police and Planning), and for the 
reasons stated above, it was decided that Sunset Estates  
(yellow star) did not have to provide a connection to the 
north.  This decision was made with the understanding 
that staff has also been working with the property owner to the east (blue star) and will be proposing a development 
in the near future. 
 
Open Item #1: Discuss the Legacy Plan’s proposed road alignments and relevancy to the proposed Site 
Plan.  There was no discussion on the relevancy to the Legacy Plan 
ZONING & NEARBY LAND USES 
 

 The proposed development 
comprises three parcels located 
in the Harlem Ave Estates 
subdivision. Two parcels will 
need to be annexed and 
rezoned (Parcels 1 & 2), Parcel 
#3 is currently zoned R-1.  The 
proposed zoning is R-6 (Medium 
Density Residential) which 
allows for Single family attached 
dwellings. 
 
The property to the north is 
owned by the Village of Tinley 
Park and is part of a 
comprehensive stormwater 
detention system. It is 
encumbered by floodplain and 
will not be developed. The 
property to the east includes a 
townhome development zoned 
R-6 with frontage on 179th Street.  Just north of that parcel is a vacant parcel in the Legacy District (Neighborhood 
General-NG) which is owned by the developer (not owner) of Sunset Estates.  To the west is a single family home 
zoned R-1 (Single Family Residential). The property to the south in unincorporated Cook County R-3, Single Family 
Residence District.  The R-3 Single-Family Residence District is intended to provide” a semi-urban environment of single-
family homes on relatively large lots. This district creates for lot sizes adequate to accommodate individual wells and sewage 
disposal systems. Schools, recreation and social facilities, religious facilities and public facilities which serve the residents 
living in the district are allowed. All commercial activities are prohibited, except for selected recreation and sanitary uses”. 
 
The Comprehensive Plan identifies this area as “Mixed use PUD”. 

 

#1 

#2 
 

#3 
 

Village 
of 
Tinley 
Park 

   



Sunset Estates, 179th Street. 
 

Page 4 of 14 

SITE PLAN 

The proposed site plan provides for a private street (Argos 
Court) that will be constructed to Village standards (31’ 
pavement BB). Per staff’s recommendation carriage walks 
have been provided on both sides of the roadway instead of 
providing the typical grassed parkway.  The carriage walk will 
allow for “longer” driveways that can help limit the chance of 
vehicles parking over the sidewalk and impacting the 
walkability of the area.   
 
The proposal is for two structures with six dwelling units in 
each building. The front yard is considered the south side of 
the structure fronting 179th Street. The side yards are on the 
east and west side of the parcel and the rear yard is at the 
north end of the parcel.  The proposal meets the yard 
requirements for the front and side yards, but not the rear 
yard. The R-6 rear yard requirement is 30 feet and the 
proposed plan provides a range of 13.59 feet on the east side 
to 15.12 feet on the west side of the property.  Therefore, a 
Variation will be required.   
 
The property to the north is owned by the Village. It is 
undevelopable and encumbered by floodplain.  It is part of the Settler’s Pond comprehensive storm water 
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management system. There is existing vegetation along the common border which provides a natural buffer for the 
north side of the structures that helps to mitigate the impact of a reduced yard requirement. The east and west sides 
of the structures function as rear yards (legally described as side yards) and they have been provided a setback of 38 
feet each.  There is a small private patio provided at the rear of each unit; individual HVAC units are located at the rear 
of each unit.  
 
As part of the development, 179th Street will be widened on the north side and improved with a curb and sidewalk.  
There will be a striped cross walk across the access (Argos Court).  The south side of the road way will be developed 
with the redevelopment of properties to the south.   
 
As part of the site plan review the following issues have been satisfactorily reviewed: 
 

Site Plan 
 

a. Arrangement of buildings, parking, access, lighting, landscaping and drainage is compatible with 
adjacent land uses; 

b. Vehicular ingress and egress provide safe, efficient and convenient movement to traffic;  
c. Safe movement of pedestrians: and 
d. Sufficient mixture of grass, trees and shrubs within the interior and perimeter of the site . 

 
Open Item #2: Discuss the need for a rear yard variation. There was recognition of the wooded area 
to  the north as a mitigation for the reduction of rear yard setback. 
 
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE 
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Landscaped bufferyards are required along the west, north and east 
property lines.  Due to the existing vegetation on the north and the 
fact that the area will remain undeveloped, Staff recommended 
shifting some of the required  planting from the north property line 
to supplement planting on the east and west property lines since 
they function as rear yards and are adjacent to existing side yards of 
developed property. With this transfer the proposed landscape plan 
exceeds ordinance requirements on the east and west sides of the 
property, however the north bufferyard no longer meets bufferyard 
requirements.  Additionally, per Section 158.13 of the Landscape 
Ordinance, “Fences, walls, berms and/or hedges may be required to 
supplement required plant materials if the Department of Community 
Development determines that additional screening is necessary to shield 
a proposed land use from adjacent uses.”  A small berm with 
landscaping wraps the northwest and northeast corners of the 
development and a six foot solid vinyl PVC will be erected along the 
west and east property lines (see red dashed lines above).  A small 
section of the same six foot solid vinyl fence will also be erected 
adjacent to each patio to screen it from the neighboring unit. 
 
The fence is designed to be attractive on both sides. (see image at right) Staff felt it was unnecessary to install fencing 
along the north property line where there is existing vegetation.  Some large trees have been preserved along the 
west property line. Street trees have been provided; foundation plantings have also been provided where space 
allows, with a concentration along the south side of both buildings due to the visibility from 179th Street 
 
Open Item #3: Discuss whether the landscape plan meets the intent of the ordinance with the transfer 
of some of the landscape material from the north property line to the east and west bufferyards.   
There was no concern regarding the transfer of the bufferyards planting requirements from the 
rear yard to the side yards. 
 
ARCHITECTURE 
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The proposed townhome development provides two buildings that front a private street (Argos Court).  With this 
orientation the side of the structure faces the179th Street public right-of-way (ROW).  While the preference would be 
to provide front facing structures on public ROW, the narrowness of the parcel limited the site plan.  Staff has worked 
with the Petitioner’s architect to meet Architectural guidelines (Section III.U.) and create an interesting façade for the 
179th Street frontage.  A wrap around porch with a metal roof will provide a modern aesthetic that mitigates a typical 
side elevation.  Per staff’s request the depth of the porch has been increased from three feet to eight feet to improve 
its utility.  The addition of a porch helps to activate the street and is consistent with the goals of the adjacent Legacy 
District. 
 
The elevations have evolved over time to address the ordinance guidelines for anti-monotony and architectural 
standards.  Below is the first proposal for the front elevation. Revisions to the design provided a more interesting roof 
line and addressed the frontage on 179th Street.  

The proposed townhomes meet ordinance requirements regarding building materials.  All exterior walls on the first 
floor will be constructed of face brick. Below please find the material board for the project.  
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As part of the architectural review the following guidelines have been satisfactorily reviewed: 
 

Architecture- 
a. Building materials -conformance with Section V.C.4.B; 
b. Cohesive building design; 
c. Compatible Architecture; 
d. Color; 
e. Sustainable architecture; 
f. Defined entry; 
g. Roof; 
h. Building articulation; 
i. Screen materials; and 
j. Mechanical units screened from view.  

 
PLAT OF SUBDIVISION 
The proposed townhome development is comprised of three parcels. The eastern two parcels will need to be annexed. 
The proposed Plat of Subdivision combines the property to be annexed with the west parcel that is located in the 
Village. The plat has been reviewed and approved by the Village Engineer. 
 
ENGINEERING REVIEW 
There are a few open items identified by the Village Engineer, most of which will be resolved upon submittal of final 
engineering.   
 
Open Item #4: Condition approval on final engineering approval.  
 
 
SUMMARY OF OPEN ITEMS 
 
The following open items are recommended for discussion at the workshop: 

Open Item  Recommended Action 
#1 Discuss the Legacy Plan’s proposed road alignments and relevancy to the proposed Site 

Plan. 
#2 Discuss the need for a rear yard variation. 
#3 Discuss whether the landscape plan meets the intent of the ordinance with the 

transfer of some of the landscape material from the north property line to the east 
and west bufferyards. 

# 4 Condition approval on final engineering approval. 
 
STANDARDS FOR REZONING APPROVAL 
 
The Zoning Code does not establish any specific criteria that must be met in order for the Village Board to approve a 
rezoning request. Likewise, Illinois Statutes does not provide any specific criteria. Historically, Illinois courts have used 
eight factors enunciated in two court cases. The following “LaSalle Standards” have been supplied for the Commission 
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to consider. Staff has provided the following draft Findings for the Commission’s review. The Commission may adopt 
the Findings as provided or make modifications per testimony provided at the hearing. 
 

a. The existing uses and zoning of nearby property; 
• The proposed R-6 zoning district is consistent with the development pattern of the area. 

 
b. The extent to which property values are diminished by the particular zoning; 

• The proposed  zoning district will keep the property residential in nature, similar to the surrounding uses 
and zoning districts. The proposed development has exceeded landscape bufferyard requirements along 
the east and west property lines  which are adjacent to existing residential developments. A six foot fence 
will also be provided along the east and west property lines. The proposed development meets site and 
architectural standards. 
 

c. The extent to which the destruction of property values of the complaining party benefits the health, 
safety, or general welfare of the public; 
• The proposed development will provide road improvements for 179th Street including an extension of the 

sidewalk and will add to the property tax base of the Village and other taxing districts.  
 

d. The relative gain to the public as compared to the hardship imposed on the individual property owner; 
• The proposed development meets site and architectural standards.  Bufferyard requirements have been 

exceeded along the east and west property lines. The proposed development will provide road 
improvements for 179th Street including an extension of the sidewalk. The development involves the 
annexation of property and will increase the EAV for the property and subsequently the tax revenue 
generated by the subject property.   
 

e. The suitability of the property for the zoned purpose; 
• The proposed use is consistent with development in the area and the Comprehensive Plan.  
 

f. The length of time the property has been vacant as zoned, compared to development in the vicinity of 
the property; 
• The lot has been vacant under its current zoning designation. Recent development has occurred on property 

zoned R-6  to the east of the subject parcels.  
 

g. The public need for the proposed use; and 
• There is a demand for quality attached single family homes in the area and is consistent with the overall 

goals of the adjacent Legacy District.   
 

h. The thoroughness with which the municipality has planned and zoned its land use. 
• The Village adopted the Legacy Plan in 2009 and the Legacy Code in 2011 which involves property 

immediately adjacent to the subject property. The property is identified as Mixed Use in the 2000 
Comprehensive Plan. The Village’s Zoning Ordinance also recently adopted site and architectural guidelines 
that assisted in the review of the proposed development and help to ensure a quality project. 

 
 
STANDARDS FOR A VARIATION 
 
Section X.G.4. of the Zoning Ordinance states the Plan Commission 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 Plan Commission must provide findings for the first three standards; 
the remaining standards are provided to help the Plan Commission further analyze the request. Drafts responses are 
provided below for your consideration. 
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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 develop under the regulations in the district, the proposed development functions as a 
side yard where the legal rear yard is required.  The functional rear yard of the proposed units are the actual 
side yards and have been provided yards that exceed the rear yard setback. 

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

The plight of the owner is unique in that the orientation of the buildings has yards that function as side yards 
are front and rear yards by definition.  The defined rear yard is adjacent to an undevelopable parcel with existing 
vegetation that helps to mitigate the loss of the rear yard setback. 
 

3. The Variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality. 
The loss of the rear yard setback will not alter the essential character of the locality due to the existence of 
vegetation along the north property line and the additional landscaping provided along the east and west 
property lines that serve as a buffer to existing property owners. 
 

4. Additionally, the Plan Commission 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. 

 
 
 
STANDARDS FOR SITE PLAN APPROVAL 
 
Section III.T.2. of the Zoning Ordinance requires that Planning Staff must find that the conditions listed below must be 
met. Staff will prepare draft responses for these conditions within the next Staff Report. 
 

a. That the proposed Use is a Permitted Use in the district in which the property is located. 
• Single-family attached residential is a permitted use in the R-6 Zoning District. 
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b. That the proposed arrangement of buildings, off-street parking, access, lighting, landscaping, and 
drainage is compatible with adjacent land uses.   
• The proposed development provides adequate screening from adjacent existing uses; off-street parking, 

lighting and drainage meet code requirements.  
 

c. That the vehicular ingress and egress to and from the site and circulation within the site provides for safe, 
efficient, and convenient movement of traffic, not only within the site but on adjacent roadways as well. 
• A private street had been designed to access the individual townhomes and is subject to final engineering 

approval..  
 

d. That the Site Plan provides for the safe movement of pedestrians within the site. 
• A public walk has been provided along 179th Street and private carriage walks within the development. 

 
e. That there is a sufficient mixture of grass, trees, and shrubs within the interior and perimeter (including 

public right-of-way) of the site so that the proposed development will be in harmony with adjacent land 
uses and will provide a pleasing appearance to the public; any part of the Site Plan area not used for 
buildings, structures, parking, or access-ways shall be landscaped with a mixture of grass, trees, and 
shrubs. 
• The landscape meets the intent of the landscape ordinance and exceeds bufferyard requirements along the 

east and west property lines. 
 

f. That all outdoor trash storage areas are adequately screened. 
• Trash will be handled by the individual home owners.  

 
ARCHITECTURAL STANDARDS  
 
Section III.U.6. provides the following architectural design standards to assist in the review of the proposed 
development:  
 

a. Building Materials:   The size of the structure will dictate the required building materials (Section V.C. 
Supplementary District Regulations).  
• The proposed development meets the masonry requirements of the Zoning Ordinance (Section  V.4.B.). 
 

b. Cohesive Building Design:  Buildings must be built with approved materials and provide architectural 
interest on all sides of the structure. Whatever an architectural style is chosen, a consistent style of 
architectural composition and building materials are to be applied on all building facades. 
• Special attention has been given to the façade on 179th Street to reflect a front façade by wrapping the porch 

around the south side of the building.  
 

c. Compatible Architecture:  Avoid architecture or building materials that significantly diverge from adjacent 
architecture.  Maintain the rhythm of the block in terms of scale, massing and setback. Site lighting, 
landscaping and architecture shall reflect a consistent design statement throughout the development.  
• The proposed architecture is consistent with the architecture of the two-story townhomes immediately east 

of the subject property. 
 

d. Color: Color choices shall consider the context of the surrounding area and shall not be used for purposes 
of “attention getting” or branding of the proposed use. Color choices shall be harmonious with the 
surrounding buildings; excessively bright or brilliant colors are to be avoided except to be used on a minor 
scale for accents.  
• The color palette is complementary to the brick color and harmonious with surrounding area.  Colors are 

muted and “attention getting”. 
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e. Sustainable architectural design: The overall design must meet the needs of the current use without 

compromising the ability of future uses.  
• The design is typical of townhomes and will meet the needs of future users. 

f. Defined Entry:  Entrance shall be readily identifiable from public right-of-way or parking fields. The entry 
can be clearly defined by using unique architecture, a canopy, overhang or some other type of weather 
protection, some form of roof element or enhanced landscaping. 
• The front door faces the private street and is easily recognizable as a front door.  Attention has been given 

to address the public view from 179th Street by designing a wraparound front porch. 
 

g. Roof: For buildings 10,000 sf or less a pitched roof is required or a parapet that extends the full exterior 
of the building.  
• The roof line provides variety (front and side gable) and the height has been varied to add interest to the 

overall roofline.  
 

h. Building Articulation: Large expanses of walls void of color, material or texture variation are to be avoided.   
• The fenestration, material choices, roof line and articulation of each façade provides an interesting façade 

from public view.  
i. Screen Mechanicals: All mechanical devices shall be screened from all public views.  

• All mechanical units are located on the ground at the rear of each unit and screened by a six foot solid vinyl 
fence. 

 
 
MOTIONS TO CONSIDER 
 
If the Plan Commission wishes to act on the Petitioner’s requests, the appropriate wording of the motions are listed 
below. The protocol for the writing of a motion is to write it in the affirmative so that a positive or negative 
recommendation correlates to the Petitioner’s proposal. By making a motion, it does not indicate a specific 
recommendation in support or against the plan. 
 
Motion #1 (Map Amendment/Rezoning) 
 
“…make a motion to recommend that the Village Board grant the Petitioner, Maria Poulos, on behalf of MAKP Properties, 
INC., the rezoning (Map Amendment) of Parcels 1 & 2 (28-31-105-015-0000, 28-31-105-018-0000) to R-6 (Medium Density 
Residential) upon annexation and the rezoning of  Parcel 3 (28-31-105-075-000) from R-1 (Single Family Residential) to R-6 
(Medium Density Residential) and adopt the Findings of Fact submitted by the Petitioner and as proposed by the Village Staff 
in the Staff Report.” 
 
Motion #2 (Variation) 
 
“…make a motion to recommend that the Village Board grant the Petitioner, Maria Poulos, on behalf of MAKP Properties, 
INC., a Variation  to the rear yard setback of 14.88 to 16.41 feet along the north property line, where the required minimum 
setback is 30 feet, to allow rear yard setbacks ranging from 13.59 feet to 15.12 feet in accordance with the plans submitted 
and listed herein and adopt Findings of Fact as proposed by Village Staff in the Staff Report. 
[any conditions that the Commission would like to add] 
 
Motion 3 (Site Plan):  
“…make a motion to grant the Petitioner, Maria Poulos, on behalf of MAKP Properties, INC., Site Plan Approval to construct 
two structures comprising twelve townhomes in accordance with the plans submitted and listed herein subject to final 
engineering approval. 
 [any conditions that the Commission would like to add] 
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Motion #4 (Final Plat of Subdivision) 
“…make a motion to recommend that the Village Board grant approval to the Petitioner, Maria Poulos, on behalf of MAKP 
Properties, INC., in accordance with the Final Plat of “Sunset Estates Subdivision” March 24, 2021, subject to final engineering 
approval.  
[any conditions that the Commission would like to add] 
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LIST OF REVIEWED PLANS -SUNSET ESTATES 
 
 

Submitted Sheet Name Prepared 
By 

Date 
On 

Sheet 
A1.0 Site Plan GDA 3.09.21 
A1.1 Floor Plans GDA 3.09.21 
A1.2 Elevations GDA 3.09.21 
A1.3 Photometrics GDA 3.09.21 
 Fire Wall Separation- 2 SHEETS GDA 3.09.21 
 Site Geometrics  JAS 3.24.21 
 Site Utility and Grading JAS 3.24.21 
 Plat of Survey JAS 3.24.21 
 Sunset Estates Subdivision Plat JAS 3.24.21 
 Plat of Annexation JAS 3.09.21 
L-1 Landscape Plan  METZ 3.24.21 
L-2 Landscape Specifications METZ 3.24.21 
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LUMINAIRE SCHEDULE - TINLEY PARK TRAILS

Symbol LabelQty Arrangement LLF

A2 SINGLE 0.950

DESCRIPTION

PT-6130LED-4ARCH27T3-MDL03-SV1 (12' POLE)

TAG

14' MH

LUM. WATTS

65.1

CALCULATION SUMMARY - TINLEY PARK TRAILS

Label

ROADWAY

DESCRIPTION CALC TYPE

ILLUMINACE

UNITS

FC

AVG.

1.20

MAX.

2.03

MIN.

0.41

AVG./MIN.

2.93

MAX./MIN.

4.95

20-888

A1.3
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20-888
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