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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, AUGUST 4, 2014  

7:30 P.M. 

SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM 

 

 

Members Present: William Bradford  

Dan Collyer 

Daniel Elkins 

Mason Miller  

Craig Phillips  

Tim Sheridan, Chairman 

 

Members Absent:  Carrie Woleben-Meade 

  

Guests: Abbie Stevens, 825 Green Bay Road 

 Donley Klug, 111 Green Bay Road 

 Sarah Kucher 111 Green Bay Road 

 

Staff Present:  Lucas Sivertsen, Planner III 
 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

 

Chairman Sheridan called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES; APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION MEETING 

OF JULY 7, 2014. 

 

Mr. Phillips moved the Commission approve the July 7, 2014 meeting minutes as 

submitted.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Bradford.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan 

and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips.  Voting no: none.  The 

motion carried. 
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III. CONSENT AGENDA 

 

Mr. Elkins moved to approve an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2014-AR-22, 350 

Ridge, Domino’s, Wall Sign and Case 2014-AR-23, 111 Skokie Boulevard, Weinstein 

Funeral Home, Ground sign.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Bradford.  Voting yes: 

Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, and Phillips.  

Voting no:  none.  The motion carried. 

 

 

IV. CASES 

 

2014-AR-20 825 Green Bay Road 

Osprey Capital Sign Variation 

 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2014-AR-20, 825 Green Bay Road, Osprey Capital for a sign 

variation to display a sign not fronting on a public street. 

 

Ms. Stevens stated they were requesting a variation to install a sign on the south side of the 

building just as Hoffman Commercial Real Estate had done. 

 

Mr. Bradford said this case was similar to other cases on Green Bay Road such as Illinois 

Bone and Joint at 521 Green Bay Road and Walgreens directly to the south. 

 

Mr. Phillips said the only issue he noticed was that the existing row of arborvitae along the 

south property line would block the view of the sign from motorists traveling northbound 

on Green Bay Road. 

 

Ms. Kucher acknowledged some of the view would be blocked, but they still felt the sign 

could be seen from some angles as northbound motorists approached the building.  It would 

also mirror the other signs on the building. 

 

Mr. Bradford said there was a similar issue when Sports Authority requested signage on the 

rear of their building facing the Edens Expressway.  Some existing vegetation obscured 

views of the sign.  The sign was ultimately granted approval. 

 

Mr. Phillips asked why the variation wasn’t requested when the other sign was installed 

fronting Green Bay Road. 

 

Ms. Kucher said she wasn’t employed with the company at that time and didn’t know the 

reasoning. 

 

Mr. Elkins said he thought motorists who were driving at slower speeds as they approached 

the intersection would be able to notice the sign. 
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Mr. Sheridan posed an alternative to install the sign on the second floor of the building, 

thereby limiting the view obstruction caused by the arborvitae. 

 

There was general agreement among the Commission that the first floor would be the better 

location for the sign. 

 

Mr. Phillips referenced the sign variation approval granted for Illinois Bone and Joint 

Institute.  He said after all of the time spent reviewing the sign request, the sign has still not 

been installed well after it was approved.  He wondered if there was a condition that would 

require the applicant to install the sign within a certain amount of time before the approval 

expired. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said sign variations didn’t automatically have an expiration, but that the 

Commission could place conditions on their recommendation. 

 

Mr. Bradford said Zoning Board of Appeals cases include expiration dates.  They must 

apply for permits within six months of approval. 

 

Ms. Kucher said they intended to install the sign shortly after its approval. 

 

Findings of Fact 

The Commission found the petitioner was faced with an unusual difficulty due to the 

location of the building in relation to Green Bay Road.  The building is setback very close 

to the roadway and did not provide a good line of sight for motorists to identify the wall 

sign facing Green Bay Road.  The main entrance to the building was also not fronting on 

Green Bay Road.  The sign is consistent with other signs along Green Bay Road that 

received previous variations. 

 

Decision 

Mr. Bradford moved to recommend approval for a sign variation to install a sign not 

fronting a public street with the condition that the sign will be installed within 120 days of 

sign variation approval.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Phillips.  Voting yes:  Chairman 

Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips.  Voting no: none.  

The motion carried. 

 

Mr. Bradford moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report from the Appearance 

Review Commission for Case 2014-AR-20.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Elkins.  

Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, 

Phillips.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
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2014-AR-21 111 Green Bay Road 

Firefly Kitchen Appearance Review Certificate and Sign Variation 

 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2014-AR-21, 111 Green Bay Road, Firefly Kitchen, for an 

Appearance Review Certificate to remodel the façade with new windows, paint, signage, 

and lighting, and a preliminary review of a sign variation request. 

 

Ms. Klug stated the building was purchased from A la Carte and Firefly will be converting 

the building into a full service restaurant.  Firefly currently does catering in Chicago and 

the North Shore.  The chef is from New York and the restaurant will have a Brooklyn 

Bistro vibe.  They are addressing the façade in the current proposal.  The existing paint is 

peeling and the existing signs need to be removed.  They intend to use the needed 

maintenance as an opportunity to rebrand the building.  The proposal is to repaint the entire 

front façade with a charcoal colored paint.  The area above the storefront will be clad with 

reclaimed wood to create a new sign band.  A new window will be installed on the second 

floor between the two existing windows.  New lighting will be installed over the wooden 

sign band. 

 

Mr. Bradford asked for a paint chip of the proposed building color. 

 

Ms. Kucher provided a Pantone paint chip of the charcoal gray.  Only the front of the 

building will be painted.  The sides and rear of the building are not currently painted and 

they were not proposing to paint those sides of the building.  The white paint color for the 

sign on the second floor would be slightly gray, but would show as white against the 

charcoal background. 

 

Ms. Klug said all of the existing windows would be replaced and a new window would be 

added to the second floor.  The window frames would be dark bronze with clear glass. 

 

Ms. Klug said the same type of exterior lighting fixtures above the storefront would also be 

used on the inside of the building. 

 

Mr. Bradford recommended they use an LED bulb for the exterior lighting fixtures so they 

aren’t constantly replacing bulbs. 

 

Ms. Klug said they would be fine using an LED bulb. 

 

Mr. Sheridan recommended they use a LED bulb with over 3,000k.  If they used something 

lower than that it will tend to emit a green light over time.  Also, something much over 

3,000k will tend to be a white light. 

 

Ms. Klug said the idea behind painting a sign to the second floor wall was for two main 

reasons.  First, they wanted to place less wear and tear on the building, as opposed to 

affixing a heavy sign to the wall.  Second, they wanted to add a Brooklyn bistro feel by 

painting a sign on the exterior. 
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Mr. Bradford said he didn’t have an issue with painting a sign directly to the exterior wall, 

but he would like to see the sign made smaller so that it fits better into the spacing of the 

windows and arch of the parapet.  He also thought the two window signs could be made 

smaller. 

 

Ms. Kucher said the rendering was not as accurate as the elevation drawing.  The window 

signs looked much smaller in the elevation drawing.  

 

Mr. Phillips pointed out the fonts used in the wall signage were not consistent.  Specifically 

the “R” is a different shape. 

 

Ms. Klug said the lettering on the wall sign will be branded into the wood.  They will try to 

match the font as closely as possible to what is proposed. 

 

Mr. Elkins asked for an explanation of the sign coverage variation. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen explained the signable area for the first floor wall sign was defined as the top 

of the first floor windows to the bottom of the second floor windows in height by a width 

of the outer edge of the storefront windows to the outer edge of the opposite storefront 

window.  The area of the sign is calculated as the overall dimensions of the wooden 

background.  The wooden background covers 39.5% of the signable area, therefore, a 9.5% 

coverage variation is required.  The lettering by itself is only 13.2% of the signable area, so 

the extra background hurts them in this case. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked what type and size of wood was proposed. 

 

Ms. Klug stated they would be getting the reclaimed wood from Rebuild Chicago.  They 

work with their customers to provide custom pieces. 

 

Ms. Kucher said Rebuild Chicago is constantly turning over inventory and because their 

pieces are reclaimed wood they won’t actually know what the final product will be until 

they’re approved.  The boards would be roughly between 4 and 8 inch planks. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said because the planks will be between 4 and 8 inches, they will need to be 

pieced together to make a panel.  If the pieces are placed together so that a vertical reveal is 

created it would create a separation in the wooden background.  That way the background 

of the sign would become smaller and possibly no longer need a coverage variation. 

 

Ms. Klug said she liked that idea. 

 

Mr. Miller asked if the existing paneling they were removing was flush with the building. 

 

Ms. Klug said the building actually comes out over the existing panel. 

 

Mr. Bradford said the reason the Commission was encouraging the applicant to do 

something that was conforming was that variations need to be approved by the Village 
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Board.  If the sign was conforming the Commission could approve the sign and the 

applicant could save time. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said the overall concept of the sign is very nice and will fit in well with the 

surrounding neighborhood.  He asked if they had thought about proposing any new 

landscaping. 

 

Mr. Klug said they were not proposing to add or replace any landscaping. 

 

Mr. Sheridan encouraged them to think about providing some landscaping at the entrance. 

 

Ms. Klug said they might need to rip up a part of the sidewalk to replace the water service 

coming into the building.  They could add some landscaping after that is fixed. 

 

Mr. Sheridan told the applicant they would need to provide a photometric plan for the 

exterior lighting. 

 

Mr. Sheridan stated the commission wasn’t voting on the sign variation requests at this 

point, but he had reservations about the second floor wall sign.  He didn’t know how it met 

the standards of review. 

 

Ms. Klug stated they would be willing to give up the window signs if it meant they could 

have the second floor wall sign. 

 

Mr. Elkins shared an idea of modifying the second floor wall sign so that it was a back-lit 

wall sign instead of a painted sign.  The glow of a back-lit sign would go along with the 

firefly theme and it would eliminate one of the variations. 

 

Ms. Klug said they also had ideas of using firefly themed lighting on the interior. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said signs painted on the building were historically on the side of the building 

rather than the front.  He wondered if the applicant would consider painting the second 

floor sign on the side rather than the front. 

 

Ms. Klug said the main reason for having the sign was to provide advertising for train 

passengers.  A sign on the side would not be as visible from the train. 

 

Mr. Elkins said the Commission would need to see more information on the second floor 

lighting fixtures. 

 

Mr. Elkins moved to grant an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2014-AR-21 to 

remodel the storefront including installing new windows in dark bronze aluminum frames 

to replace existing windows and a new second floor window, installing reclaimed wood 

planks covering the storefront transom with widths between 4-8 inches run horizontally on 

the building, repainting the building with dark gray Pantone 425M paint and trim in a 

lighter gray Pantone 2M paint, and installing lighting in antique brass above the wood 
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planks centered over the entry, with the condition the applicant submit photometric plans 

for the lighting and provide further information on signage and second floor lighting.  The 

motion was seconded by Mr. Phillips.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners 

Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

V. NEW BUSINESS 

 

The Commission discussed the administration of the Westlake Plaza Local Sign Ordinance. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said the tenant signage at Westlake Plaza must be white unless they use a 

color that is part of the business’s corporate logo.  If the business has a standard sign color 

that is not part of their corporate logo they would not be able to use that color in their sign 

at Westlake Plaza. 

 

VI. ADJOURNMENT 

 

At 8:45 p.m., Mr. Bradford moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was seconded by 

Mr. Phillips.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, 

Elkins, Miller, Phillips.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 


