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V I L L A G E   O F   W I L M E T T E 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

 
MEETING MINUTES  

 
APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION 

 
MONDAY, MARCH 4, 2019  

7:30 P.M. 
SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM 

 
 
Members Present: Carrie Woleben-Meade, Chair  

Richard Brill 
Mason Miller  
Jeffery Saad  
Charles Smith 
 

Members Absent:  Nada Andric 
Devan Castellano  

 
Guests: Patricia Brunner, 1144 Wilmette Avenue 
 Shoshana Waskow, 1144 Wilmette Avenue 
 John Guy, 2601 Old Glenview Road 
 Jeff Glazer, 505 Skokie Boulevard 
 Jeff Conner, 2154 W. Waveland, Chicago, IL 
 Angelo Roncone, 5270 Lincoln Avenue, Skokie, IL 
 Emily Hayden, 310 Wilshire Drive East 
 Doug Head, 700 Parker Square, Flower Mound, TX 
 
Staff Present:  Lucas Sivertsen, Business Development Coordinator 
 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER 

 
Ms. Woleben-Meade called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

 
II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES; APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION MEETING 

OF FEBRUARY 4, 2019. 
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Mr. Smith moved to approve the February 4, 2019 meeting minutes.  The motion was 
seconded by Mr. Brill.  Voting yes:  Chair Woleben-Meade and Commissioners Brill, 
Miller, Saad, and Smith.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 
III. CASES 

 
2018-AR-31 Images Med Spa 
505 Skokie Boulevard Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2018-AR-31, 505 Skokie Boulevard, Images Med Spa, 
requesting an Appearance Review Certificate to replace trim and stain the existing brick 
façade.  He said this case was in front of the Commission last October when they requested 
more information on the type of paint he was proposing for the brick.  The applicant has 
researched different products and is now proposing a stain that he will present tonight. 
 
Mr. Jeff Glazer stated he requested permission in October to apply a Thorocoat paint 
product to his building and the Commission had asked him to reconsider that product.  He 
has since researched other products and met with other contractors.  His current proposal is 
to use a stain.  His contractor had completed a project in Lincolnwood using the proposed 
stain.  There were photos of this project in the case report.  He also provided some samples 
of the stain, although the samples were not the same color as he was proposing they did 
show the texture and finish of the product. 
 
Mr. Smith asked if the grout joints would be stained as well. 
 
Mr. Glazer said they were intending to stain the grout joints. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if they were proposing to change the roof material as well. 
 
Mr. Glazer said they were not proposing to change the roof. 
 
Mr. Miller asked if they were proposing to change any landscaping. 
 
Mr. Glazer said they were not proposing to change any landscaping. 
 
Mr. Brill asked about the application and durability of the stain. 
 
Mr. Glazer said he was not sure how it would be applied, but said it would need to be re-
stained after 20 years. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen pointed out that once an Appearance Review Certificate is approved the 
modifications must be maintained in the manner approved.  The Village has the ability to 
bring legal action if it is not maintained in good condition. 
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Mr. Smith said the black trim looked to be darker than the black stucco in the proposed 
rendering.  He asked if that was the intent, because he actually preferred the subtle 
difference in color. 
 
Mr. Glazer said that was not their intent to use two different shades of black, but the slight 
difference in surface may cause it to look different. 
 
Mr. Saad asked how many coats or different shades are proposed on the building. 
 
Mr. Glazer said he thought there would be at least two coats of stain and that they were 
intending on using a consistent shade. 
 
Mr. Saad said it appears in the photo collage there are two or three different shades of gray.  
He wasn’t sure if that was because of a different color of stain, the number of coats, or 
something else. 
 
Mr. Miller said the photo collage looked to be more gray than black.  He wondered if the 
proposed stain would look more black than what the photos show.  He liked the stain 
shown in the photos. 
 
Mr. Glazer said he is happy to come back to the Commission with an exact stain sample. 
 
Mr. Miller said he thinks the black could work as long as it is in contrast to something else. 
The dark gray in the photos would work by themselves, but if they go very black it might 
not look as intended. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade suggested the applicant come back with a sample of exactly what 
they are proposing as well as a dark gray. 
 
Mr. Smith thanked the applicant for doing their research.  He thinks the stain product is a 
much better solution than the previously proposed Thorocoat. 
 
Mr. Brill moved to continue the case to the April 1, 2019 meeting.  The motion was 
seconded by Mr. Saad.  Voting yes:  Chair Woleben-Meade and Commissioners Brill, 
Miller, Saad, and Smith.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
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2018-AR-29 Westmoreland Country Club 
2601 Old Glenview Road Variation 
 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2018-AR-29, 2601 Old Glenview Road, Westmoreland Country 
Club, requesting an Appearance Review Certificate to expand an existing parking lot and 
an 11 parking island landscape variation.  He said the case was before the commission in 
October of 2018 and received a positive recommendation with conditions that was 
ultimately granted by the Village Board.  Since the approval, the applicant discovered the 
proposed island would interfere with truck traffic in the parking lot and are now seeking 
approval for the original design without the easternmost parking island. 
 
Mr. Guy said the easternmost parking island, that was a condition of the Appearance 
Review Commission’s recommendation, would be in conflict with some of their large 
delivery trucks that make deliveries in the lot throughout the year.  They were asking the 
commission to waive this island from being required. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if there was any way to locate that island somewhere else so 
that it wasn’t in the way of the delivery trucks. 
 
Mr. Guy said they could. 
 
Mr. Smith said the turning movement diagram made it look like not only would the island 
be in the way, but also the cars that might be parked in the lot. 
 
Mr. Guy said they need to schedule the deliveries early in the morning before any cars are 
parked in the lot.  That is how is currently operates. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if they were planning to put a tree in the one island they are 
still proposing. 
 
Mr. Guy said they would be putting a tree in that island.  He said this area is not only a 
parking lot, but it also serves as a storage area for all the materials needed for the golf 
course. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said she thinks the commission understands that fact and she believes 
that is why the commission was willing to grant such a large variation previously. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said they could potentially put the island behind the row of arborvitae 
trees they are proposing along the street frontage. That would be a good place, since they 
will be losing the existing larger trees to accommodate an additional row of parking. 
 
Mr. Guy said that’s where they are proposing the arborvitae hedge so people won’t be able 
to see through to the parking lot.  They will plant the tallest trees that can get.  He just 
needs to get as many parking spaces as they can get so they keep as many employees as 
possible off the street.  He asked Ms. Woleben-Meade if she had a specific 
recommendation where the island be placed. 
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Ms. Woleben-Meade said she didn’t have a specific recommendation, but suggested that 
area along Old Glenview Road because others including neighbors and the Zoning Board 
of Appeals said they were disappointed the mature trees in that area were being removed. 
 
Mr. Guy asked if they would need to lose two parking spaces to fit in an island or just one 
parking space. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said she thought they could use just one space. 
 
Mr. Brill said the club has been successful for many years and anticipates they will 
continue to be successful and may need additional parking in the future.  He asked if they 
have considered building a parking deck instead of expanding the surface lot. 
 
Mr. Guy said they have not talked about a parking deck.  He thinks this proposal will solve 
99% of their problems.  He doesn’t see his board wanting to spend that amount of money.  
He asked if they could take the area at the northeast end of the parking area near the 
entrance and put an island there. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said as long as they expand the area so that is large enough to install a 
tree it would be acceptable.  She doesn’t care where the extra island is located, as long as it 
is provided. 
 
Findings 
The Commission found the requested variation will not alter the essential character of the 
neighborhood assuming the conditions of approval are applied.  In addition, the particular 
property’s parking lot is not used as a typical parking lot in that it also serves as a frequent 
storage area for golf course materials. 
 
Decision 
Mr. Smith moved to recommend approval of an Appearance Review Certificate to expand 
and existing parking lot and an 11 parking island landscape variation with the condition 
that the finger island at the northeastern most corner of the proposed parking lot be 
widened to accommodate a canopy tree.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Miller.  Voting 
yes:  Chair Woleben-Meade and Commissioners Brill, Miller, Saad, and Smith.  Voting no: 
none.  The motion carried. 
 
 
2019-AR-07 Pediatric Associates of the North Shore 
1144 Wilmette Avenue Sign Variation 
 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2019-AR-07, 1144 Wilmette Avenue, Pediatric Associates of the 
North Shore, requesting a 28.69% window sign coverage variation and a variation to install 
seven window signs in excess of the permitted number of window signs. 
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Dr. Shoshana Waskow said their practice went through a rebranding recently and wanted to 
have that branding reflected on the storefront. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if the logo were not in the proposed graphics would it still need 
a variation. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said if they were proposing to display a graphic not associated with their 
business that wasn’t directing attention to that business than it wouldn’t be considered a 
sign and wouldn’t require a variation.  Because they are displaying the business’s logo, it 
would be considered a sign. 
 
Mr. Smith asked if the sign material would be translucent and how would it be applied. 
 
Dr. Patricia Brunner said she had a sample of the material that she gave to Mr. Sivertsen.  
Her understanding was that it was applied to the outside of the window. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen showed the sample material to the Commission and said he didn’t think it 
would be translucent when applied to the window. 
 
Mr. Smith was thinking if it were translucent, it would have less of an impact from the 
interiors.  If it is opaque, it would limit the amount of natural light that comes into the 
building.  In addition, if it were installed outside would it be more at risk of peeling, and 
deteriorating due to the weather. 
 
Dr. Waskow said the material is made for this application so she thought it would stand up 
well to the weather. 
 
Mr. Saad asked if they had considered the type of application they use on buses.  It is 
perforated, which allows people on the inside to see out through the material, but appear as 
opaque from the outside. 
 
Dr. Brunner said they did look at that as an option, but thought the proposed material 
worked better for their use. 
 
Mr. Smith said he understands the intent of the signs.  The proposal is adding a certain 
amount of whimsy to the storefront.  He liked the idea of the signs being translucent while 
still having the same effect.  For someone on the inside of the building they will be looking 
at the back of an exterior sign. 
 
Mr. Brill said he sees the point of adding the graphics to make it more inviting for the 
children who visit as patients.  One of the standards of review states that signs should be 
consistent in design and scale of signs nearby.  He said the proposal has about 60 small 
circles.  There is nothing remotely like that nearby. 
 
Dr. Brunner said the dots that Cocomero has on their storefront is a similar design. 
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Ms. Woleben-Meade said she thought the Commission had approved something similar to 
this proposal elsewhere in the Village Center.  Fonseca Martial Arts proposed a character 
on their storefront window.  They thought of that more as a graphic than a sign even though 
it was technically defined as a sign by the code. 
 
Mr. Miller said he thought the window signs were actually a nice idea.  It helps to tie their 
storefront together.  He thought it would look better to have the circles on the inside of the 
glass.  If it’s on the outside of the glass it will look like a sticker.  It will look more subtle 
on the inside.  He also likes Mr. Smith’s idea of a translucent material. 
 
Mr. Saad thought the window vinyl would do better on the inside.  He thought winter 
weather and window washing would damage the graphics.  He asked if the petitioner was 
planning on changing the awning sign to match the font of the logo. 
 
Dr. Waskow said they would be back with a proposal for the awning sign, but not at this 
time. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked what the applicant thought about the changes suggested by the 
Commission.  She heard some of the commissioners requesting that the signage be 
translucent and installed on the interior of the glass, although she didn’t think the 
commission could dictate on which surface the signs are installed.  She thought that was 
more up to their installer. 
 
Dr. Waskow said they would agree to revise their proposal to use a somewhat translucent 
white material. 
 
Mr. Smith said the sign proposal is a unique component to an organized and nicely 
proportioned storefront. 
 
Findings 
The Commission found the proposed window signs were appropriate in scale and 
placement on the subject storefront.  The signs will not alter the essential character of the 
commercial streetscape in the area.  Similar signs that do not communicate that actual name 
of the business or include text advertising the services offered or products sold have been 
previously approved. 
 
Decision 
Mr. Smith moved to recommend granting a 28.69% window sign coverage variation and a 
variation to install seven window signs in excess of the permitted number of window signs, 
with the condition that the sign elements be made out of a translucent white material and if 
the installer is able, to install the signs on the inside of the window.  The motion was 
seconded by Mr. Miller.  Voting yes:  Chair Woleben-Meade and Commissioners Miller, 
Saad, and Smith.  Voting no: Brill.  The motion carried. 
 
Dr. Waskow asked for a clarification on whether or not the name of the business needed to 
be translucent. 
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Ms. Woleben-Meade said the business name did not need to be translucent. 

 
 

2019-AR-08 Tailored Brands 
1199 Wilmette Avenue Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2019-AR-08, 1199 Wilmette Avenue, Tailored Brands, 
requesting an Appearance Review Certificate to replace the existing awnings, modify the 
storefront window system, and install new wall and projecting signs. 
 
Mr. Doug Head said he was with Adart, Inc and represents the petitioner around the 
country with sign proposals.  He said his team had agreed to all of the recommended 
changes forwarded to them by staff. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked the applicant to explain the projecting sign. 
 
Mr. Head said the projecting sign was non-illuminated and made of brass metal to give it a 
high-end finish.  It is in the shape of the logo. 
 
Mr. Brill said the current awnings have the business name on each valance.  He asked if 
they were proposing to put the name on the new awning. 
 
Mr. Head said they were not proposing to install anything on the awning. 
 
Mr. Smith asked if the two proposed signs were within the size limitations of the Village 
code. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said they were both below the 30% coverage requirement, and one of them 
was actually below the maximum so that both signs were the same size. 
 
Mr. Miller asked why they were proposing a raceway for the sign. 
 
Mr. Head said a raceway was required by the property owner, however, the petitioner 
would prefer to not have a raceway. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said he spoke to the landlord and they confirmed a raceway would be 
required if the tenant wanted a new wall sign even if they agreed to pin mount the sign in to 
mortar joints. 
 
Mr. Smith moved to grant approval for Case 2019-AR-08, 1199 Wilmette Avenue for an 
Appearance Review Certificate to replace the existing awnings, modify the storefront 
window system, and install new wall and projecting signs.  The motion was seconded by 
Mr. Saad.  Voting yes:  Chair Woleben-Meade and Commissioners Brill, Saad, and Smith.  
Voting no: Miller.  The motion carried. 
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2019-AR-04 Advocate North Shore Pediatric Partners 
3232 Lake Avenue Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2019-AR-04, 3232 Lake Avenue, Advocate North Shore 
Pediatric Partners, requesting an Appearance Review Certificate to remodel the storefront, 
reconfigure crosswalks, modify landscaping, install a generator and provide additional 
rooftop screening. 
 
Mr. Conner said they made revisions based off the commission’s comments from the 
previous meeting.  He said they changed the blue tinted glass on the pleated wall to clear 
glass.  They incorporated a sold parapet element in the same color as the stucco.  The color 
has been removed from the crosswalk.  The “lily pads” are no longer green.  The landscape 
island has been developed to be more consistent with the other islands in the center as 
suggested.  If the rooftop equipment is taller than the existing screen, they will extend the 
height of the screen to match the equipment and paint it to match, even if they have to 
repaint the entire screen. 
 
Mr. Smith said he appreciated the petitioner responding to the commission’s comments and 
revising the color of the glass curtain wall. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen asked about the pigment for the raised concrete walk. 
 
Mr. Conner said it was manufactured by Scofield.  It is mixed into the concrete so it isn’t a 
topcoat or stain. 
 
Mr. Saad said he was fine with the building, but he still had issue with the pattern of the 
colored concrete.  He didn’t find that anywhere else in Advocate’s projects and it felt very 
foreign to the shopping center.  He agreed with the idea of having a raised concrete walk, 
but didn’t see the need for the pattern. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said she is fine with the crosswalk.  She is however, a little reluctant 
of allowing the pebble pattern, because as was said, children are going to want to jump 
from one to another and might not be paying attention to crossing the drive.  She is more 
comfortable that they have muted the color of the pattern. 
 
Mr. Roncone said the pattern adds an indication to drivers that they are approaching a cross 
walk. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade went through the standards of review.  She said they listened to the 
commission’s comments and made the building more contextual with the shopping center.  
The invasive plant species were replaced with more appropriate plantings.  They are 
proposing to add rooftop mechanical screening.  Signage is not part of this proposal. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the subject storefront is in Edens Plaza, which has a local sign 
ordinance.  Sign requests that are conforming to local sign ordinance regulations do no not 
need review by the Appearance Review Commission. 
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Ms. Woleben-Meade said while the crosswalks were foreign to the shopping center, there is 
a safety reason why it is raised, and the pebbled pattern has been proposed as a reflection of 
the audience of the proposed business. 
 
Mr. Conner discussed how the slope of the raised crosswalk is designed.  He said it slopes 
up 5 inches over 30 feet. 
 
Mr. Smith said the issue the commission had with the façade was a major issue because it 
would be seen by everyone driving along the Edens Expressway.  The crosswalk issue in 
his mind is a very localized issue.  He said he wanted to make sure that any rooftop 
mechanical units will be below the screen. 
 
Mr. Conner said he agreed with Mr. Smith’s concern.  He said they may want to rethink 
their order of construction to that the rooftop units are installed before they order the 
screen. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen just wanted the commission to understand that the applicant was proposing 
an extension to the existing screen that will match the color of the existing screen, but not 
necessarily the design.  The existing has horizontal ribs, whereas the proposed screen 
would be flat. 
 
Mr. Miller moved to approve Case 2019-AR-04, 3232 Lake Avenue, for an Appearance 
Review Certificate to remodel the storefront, reconfigure crosswalks, modify landscaping, 
install a generator, and add additional roof top screening based off the plans submitted and 
the landscape plan submitted at the meeting titled, L1.1, Alternate Concept Option, dated 
March 1, 2019.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Smith.  Voting Yes: Chair Woleben-
Meade, and Commissioners Brill, Miller, and Smith.  Voting No: Saad.  The motion 
carried. 
 

IV. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

There were no additional public comments. 
 
V. ADJOURNMENT 

 
At 9:02 p.m., Mr. Brill moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was seconded by Mr. 
Smith.  Voting yes:  Chair Woleben-Meade and Commissioners Brill, Miller, Saad, and 
Smith.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
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