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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, JANUARY 5, 2015  

7:30 P.M. 

SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM 

 

 

Members Present: William Bradford, Acting Chairman  

Dan Collyer  

Daniel Elkins 

Mason Miller  

Craig Phillips  

Carrie Woleben-Meade 

 

Members Absent:  Tim Sheridan 

 

Guests: Sasha Milosavljevich, 3685 Woodhead Drive, Northbrook, IL 

Joan Taylor, 3685 Woodhead Drive, Northbrook, IL 

Doug Sanders, 1219 Wilmette Avenue 

Daryl Rose, 1046 Gage Street, Winnetka, IL 

Mike Murdock, 911 Michigan Avenue 

Peter Witmer, 272 E. Deerpath, Lake Forest, IL 

Cody Hague, 34 Forest Avenue, River Forest 

Anthony Perry, 564 Lincoln, Winnetka 

 

Staff Present:  Lucas Sivertsen, Planner III 
 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

 

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

 

 

 

 



   Approved 2/02/15 
  

 2 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES; APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION MEETING 

OF DECEMBER 1, 2014. 

 

Mr. Elkins moved the Commission approve the December 1, 2014 meeting minutes as 

amended.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Phillips.  Voting yes:  Acting Chairman 

Bradford and Commissioners Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting 

no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

III. CONTINUANCES 

 

Mr. Phillips moved to continued Case 2014-AR-21, 111 Green Bay Road, Firefly Kitchen; 

Case 2014-AR-29, 825 Green Bay Road, Hoffmann Commercial Real Estate; Case 2014-

AR-32, 905-907 Ridge Road, Newlook Construction to the February 2, 2015 meeting.  The 

motion was seconded by Mr. Elkins.  Voting yes:  Acting Chairman Bradford and 

Commissioners Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The 

motion carried. 

 

IV. CASES 

 

2015-AR-01 3223 Lake Avenue 

Lou Malnati’s Pizzeria  Sign Variation 

 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2015-AR-01, 3223 Lake Avenue, Lou Malnati’s Pizzeria, 

requesting a 6 inch letter height sign variation, and a variation to display colors not part of 

the official corporate logo to install a 24 inch tall channel letter wall sign. 

 

Mr. Milosavljevich said the sign they currently have limits their exposure to traffic on Lake 

Avenue.  They learned the hard way that using script lettering on a channel letter wall sign 

makes the sign very difficult to read.  They would like to change their sign from black 

script letters to red block letters.  They would also like to increase the letter height to 24 

inches. 

 

Mr. Bradford said he thought the existing sign was much too small and he is supportive of 

installing a larger sign.  He wanted to know why they decided to use the script lettering. 

 

Mr. Milosavljevich said the existing code limits letter heights to 18 inches.  The tallest 

script letter is 18 inches, however, due to the proportion of the script lettering the smaller 

letters are much smaller and very difficult to read.  He said even if the tallest letter was 36 

inches and the other letters were scaled to that size it would still be difficult to see the 

smaller letters.  That’s why they were requesting to go with the block letters. 

 

Mr. Bradford asked why they preferred the red lettering over the standard white lettering 

called out in the sign ordinance. 
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Mr. Milosavljevich said they feel like they are tucked away in the shopping center.  They 

have used signs with red lettering on their other stores, including Libertyville.  Most of 

their carry-out locations use red lettering. 

 

Mr. Bradford asked how the proposed signage compared with Akai Hani Restaurant 

located next door. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said the Akai Hana signage was 18 inches in height. 

 

Mr. Phillips asked if the change from script lettering to block lettering was something that 

was going company wide.  It seemed like a drastic change from the other signs he has seen. 

 

Mr. Milosavljevich said they have used this sign type in other locations where certain site 

constraints limit their use of a script font.  The size of the sign band and their distance from 

the street made the script font unreadable. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if that was their hardship to request a variation to go from 18 

inches to 24 inches in height. 

 

Ms. Taylor said there were a few obstructions that make reading the sign difficult including 

a tree. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade says she understands the decision to go from script font to block 

lettering, but she didn’t feel it justified also increasing the letter height to be six inches 

taller than any other sign in the shopping center. 

 

Mr. Milosavljevich said because of their location in the shopping center they weren’t very 

visible. 

 

Mr. Bradford said there are other storefronts in the shopping center who are setback the 

same distance if not greater.  He sees this case as being two issues.  One is the issue of 

using the red color and the other issue is the letter height variation.  Mr. Bradford asked 

Mr. Milosavljevich if he would be willing to live with an 18 inch tall block letter sign. 

 

Mr. Milosavljevich said he didn’t think an 18 inch tall letter height sign was a great choice. 

 

Mr. Bradford asked Mr. Milosavljevich for the height of the existing script font sign. 

 

Mr. Milosavljevich said the “L” was 18 inches in height and the other letters scaled down 

from that.  He didn’t know the exact heights of the other letters. 

 

Mr. Bradford said if the sign was changed so that all of the letters where 18 inch block 

letters the sign would still be larger than what is currently installed. 

 

Mr. Bradford asked the Commissioners what they felt about the red color. 
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Ms. Woleben-Meade said there are already a lot of different colored signs in the shopping 

center and she thought the Commission needed to be open minded about what colors 

should be allowed. 

 

Mr. Elkins said he didn’t have an issue with the red color.  He’s concerned more about the 

request to install letters which are 6 inches taller than any other sign in the shopping center.  

He didn’t know how the petitioner’s storefront was that different from any other storefront 

in the shopping center.  Many of the businesses are setback far from the street and some are 

also tucked back in the corner or are perpendicular to the street.  He wanted to know if the 

landlord was ok with the proposed signage. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said the landlord has approved the signage as proposed. 

 

Mr. Phillips asked what the letter heights are of other signs in the shopping center. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said the other signs were a maximum of 18 inches in letter height.  The “I” in 

Irving’s is 18 inches and the other letters a little smaller. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if Mr. Milosavljevich was willing to modify the request for a 

red 18 inch tall channel letter sign.  She didn’t feel the Commission was going to give a 

positive recommendation for the letter height variation. 

 

Mr. Milosavljevich said he didn’t feel an 18 inch letter height was the right size and wanted 

to keep his original request. 

 

Mr. Bradford said he would like to entertain a motion to separate the request into two 

separate votes.  One for the letter height and one for the color. 

 

Findings 

The Commission found the applicant’s request for a letter height variation did not present 

an unusual difficulty unique to the subject storefront.  The request conflicts with the 

purpose and intent of the ordinance and would result in signage inconsistent with other 

signs in the shopping center. 

 

Decision 

Mr. Elkins moved to recommend granting a 6 inch letter height sign variation to display 24 

inch taller channel letters.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Phillips.  Voting yes: none.  

Voting no: Acting Chairman Bradford, and Commissioners Collyer, Elkins, Miller, 

Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  The motion was denied. 

 

Findings 

The Commission found the applicant’s request to display a red logo was consistent with the 

appearance of other signs within the shopping center.  While the official corporate logo did 

not have red lettering the corporation had consistently displayed red lettering in their 

signage at other locations. 
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Decision 

Mr. Elkins moved to recommend granting a variation to display a color not part of the 

official corporate logo.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Phillips.  Voting yes: Acting 

Chairman Bradford, and Commissioners Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  

Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade moved to authorize Acting Chairman Bradford to prepare the report 

and recommendations from the Appearance Review Commission for Case 2015-AR-01.  

The motion was seconded by Mr. Elkins.  Voting yes: Acting Chairman Bradford, and 

Commissioners Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The 

motion carried. 

 

2015-AR-03 1219 Wilmette Avenue 

Millen’s Hardware Appearance Review Certificate 

 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2015-AR-03, 1219 Wilmette Avenue, Millen’s Hardware, 

requesting an Appearance Review Certificate to install parking lot lighting. 

 

Mr. Bradford said he understood the petitioner has installed three new light fixtures to 

replace four lights.  They were before the Commission seeking approval for this work. 

 

Mr. Sanders said that was correct. 

 

Mr. Bradford said the only questions he had was regarding the photometric plan.  He didn’t 

see the lot line drawing on the plan. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said it was a little hard to see on the plan, but it was the dashed line.  The 

permitted illumination at the receiving property line is 0.5 foot candles.  The photometric 

plan shows illumination will not exceed 0.5 foot candles at the receiving property line. 

 

Mr. Elkins said he has no issue with the plans. 

 

Mr. Bradford asked if it was their intention to remove the existing light fixtures. 

 

Mr. Sanders acknowledged they would be removed. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said the electrical inspector will also require the electrical lines to be run in 

hard pipe conduit. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if they had heard any complaints from their neighbors about the 

lights. 

 

Mr. Sanders said they have not received any complaints about the new lights. 
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Mr. Bradford said it is commendable to change out the lighting fixtures to a more energy 

efficient fixture. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Mead moved to approve Case 2015-AR-03, 1219 Wilmette Avenue, for an 

Appearance Review Certificate to install parking lot lighting fixtures with the conditions 

that the 1) existing fixtures will be removed, and 2) the electrical wiring will be run in hard 

pipe conduit.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Phillips.  Voting yes: Acting Chairman 

Bradford, and Commissioners Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting 

no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

2014-AR-33 911 Michigan Avenue 

Michigan Shores Club Appearance Review Certificate 

 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2014-AR-33, 911 Michigan Avenue, Michigan Shores Club, 

requesting an Appearance Review Certificate to construct a one-story addition on the 

northwest side of the building. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade stated for the record she was a member of Michigan Shores Club.  

 

Mr. Witmer said an existing kitchen sits in roughly the same footprint as the proposed 

kitchen.  They are proposing to remove the kitchen and construct a new kitchen in its place 

to enhance the facility.  A small portion of the existing trellis will be removed to provide 

room for the new kitchen.  The east face of the new addition will continue the lanon stone 

on the existing building.  As the addition turns the corner going west it will match the 

stucco of the adjacent addition that was recently completed.  He said the side elevation is 

screened by the adjacent paddle courts.  They were not proposing the install a screen for the 

rooftop exhaust and make-up air handler because of the existing paddle court and trees. 

 

Mr. Bradford asked how the existing trellis related to the proposed server station. 

 

Mr. Witmer said the server station would sit right underneath the existing trellis. 

 

Mr. Phillips said the only question he had was whether or not they should screen the roof 

top mechanical units. 

 

Mr. Witmer said in addition to the screening provided by the paddle courts and trees, they 

were concerned screening the units would draw more attention to the units.  The screening 

would need to be setback from the units per manufacturer specifications.  This would create 

a larger mass than just the units themselves. 

 

Mr. Miller asked if they could move the location of the roof top equipment to limit the 

visual impact. 

 

Mr. Witmer said because the ceiling height was so low the exhaust fans needed to be 

directly above the kitchen equipment.  There wasn’t enough room to run ductwork 

diagonally. 
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Mr. Bradford said he wasn’t as concerned with the view from the north as he was with the 

view from the east. 

Mr. Witmer said they could screen it with a metal railing on the south parapet wall.  The 

railing would match the metal stairwell just to the west. 

 

The Commission agreed that would be a good solution. 

 

Mr. Elkins said the pickets would still not screen the rooftop equipment completely, but it 

would provide some benefit to break up the view. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen asked whether the railing would be inside the parapet wall or on top of the 

wall. 

 

Mr. Witmer said the railing would be on top of the wall.  It would be 42 inches from the 

roof to the top of the railing. 

 

Mr. Phillips moved to approved Case 2014-AR-33, 911 Michigan Avenue, for an 

Appearance Review Certificate to construct a one-story addition with the conditions that 1) 

a black wrought iron guard rail with a height of 42 inches from the top of the roof will be 

installed on the east parapet wall of the addition.  The motion was seconded by Ms. 

Woleben-Meade.  Voting yes: Acting Chairman Bradford, and Commissioners Collyer, 

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

 

 

2014-AR-35 1218 Washington Avenue 

A. Perry Homes Variation and Appearance Review Certificate 

 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2014-AR-35, 1218 Washington Avenue, A. Perry Homes, for an 

Appearance Review Certificate to construct a second story addition and a variation to 

construct the addition beyond the 10 foot required build-to-zone. 

 

Mr. Bradford asked Mr. Perry to describe the changes that have been made to the plans 

from the previous submittal. 

 

Mr. Perry said the biggest change they have made since the previous meeting was the 

modification to the massing of the building’s west side facing the alley.  It was his 

understanding the Commission wanted to see a bolder look on that side of the building.  

Instead of having one mass on the second floor the roof heights were altered to give the 

look of separate buildings.  It also helped to break up the wall.  The charcoal colored stucco 

was lowered to the ground to help mask the dirt that will likely form on the wall given its 

location along an alley.  The black stucco was revised to charcoal to lessen the visual 

impact.  He thought the Commission had requested the change in color at the previous 

meeting.  The existing utility poles have been drawn on the elevation plan to show their 

relationship to the windows on the west elevation. 
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Mr. Bradford asked Mr. Perry where he was in his discussions with Commonwealth Edison 

on the request to modify the utility poles. 

 

Mr. Perry said they have started the application process to eliminate the cross-t on the 

northernmost pole. 

 

Mr. Phillips asked if the utility pole needed to be modified for the proposal to be 

constructed. 

 

Mr. Perry said he didn’t know if they would need to be modified for safety reasons, but 

thought it would look better if they were moved.  He thought the height of the poles would 

clear the proposed addition. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade said part of their standards of review are to look at all sides of the 

building.  She liked the idea of adding the charcoal band to the bottom of the elevation.  

She wasn’t sold on the idea of varying the heights of the second floor roof, but she liked the 

other changes including showing the control joints. 

 

Mr. Bradford said he also didn’t like the idea of stepping the heights of the roof line.  The 

added difficulty to construct and maintain the roof line did not seem to warrant the design 

choice.  He said he would be in favor of keeping a straight roof line. 

 

Mr. Phillips asked Mr. Bradford if he was in favor of the alternating colors on the second 

floor. 

 

Mr. Bradford said he would hold judgment until seeing what it would look like with a 

straight roof line. 

 

Mr. Bradford asked if the opening in the wall on the second floor presented at the previous 

meeting was still proposed.  It didn’t show up on the drawings. 

 

Mr. Perry said that was still part of the proposal. 

 

Mr. Bradford said it would be helpful to see a detail showing how the planter boxes relate 

to the opening in the wall.  He would still like to see an east elevation.  It was discussed at 

the previous meeting, but he didn’t see it included in this meeting’s submittal. 

 

Mr. Bradford said the petitioner’s response letter indicated the a/c units would be screened 

by the parapet wall, but there was no information on the height of the parapet wall or the 

height of the a/c units. 

 

Mr. Perry said the parapet wall is three feet in height and the a/c units will be three feet in 

height. 

 

Mr. Perry said there was an error on the submittal.  The key still shows Zebra grass.  The 

written description shows the correct Northern Sea Oats grass. 
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Mr. Perry said he had photo rendering of the east elevation as looking from across Green 

Bay Road.  He said the east elevation will be difficult to see from the train stop.  They 

intend to continue the pattern of control joints around that side of the building. 

 

Mr. Bradford said an elevation drawing is needed to show the details. 

 

Mr. Phillips said he wanted Mr. Perry to be careful of the second floor windows that open 

up near the power lines.  He preferred to see those as fixed windows. 

 

Mr. Perry said if the lines cannot be moved then the windows will not be operable. 

 

Mr. Phillips said before he can approve operable windows along that wall he will need to 

know that the power lines will be moved. 

 

Mr. Bradford said he noticed the overhead door on the south elevation has been revised so 

that it is centered in between the columns.  He thanked Mr. Perry for making that 

correction. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade asked Mr. Bradford if he still thinks the roof line should be level, 

given the photo rendering submitted at the meeting. 

 

Mr. Bradford said his preference would still be to have a single roof height.  If they needed 

the additional height to accommodate the elevator overrun than he would like to see it all 

that height. 

 

Mr. Perry said he could do that, but feels like it won’t be any more difficult to construct or 

maintain.  He is going to be the owner and will also be the one to maintain the building.  

He feels confident the varying roof lines won’t be a problem. 

 

Mr. Bradford asked how comfortable the Commissioners felt voting on the case with 

conditions given several items were lacking information. 

 

Mr. Perry asked Mr. Sivertsen if he would be able to apply for a building permit if the 

Commission had not yet voted on the case. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said the design should be agreed upon before permit drawings are submitted.  

The variations will still need to be reviewed by the Village Board. 

 

Mr. Bradford said he would be open to voting on the case. 

 

Mr. Elkins asked about the roof pitch.  He didn’t think the elevations accurately reflected 

the roof pitch. 

 

Mr. Perry thought the elevations were drawn accurately.  The roof pitch would be minimal. 
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Mr. Elkins said he would like for them to install a parapet to screen the view of the roof 

pitch.  He agreed with Mr. Bradford that all sides of the building needed to be shown on 

elevations drawings, but if the only detail on that side of the building was going to be the 

control joints and that the parapet would be wrapped around he didn’t have a big concern 

not having the elevation. 

 

Mr. Perry said they could adjust the roof to make it as flat as possible. 

 

Mr. Elkins added he didn’t have an issue with the paint color chosen for the stucco.  It 

would not be difficult to repaint the stucco if needed. 

 

Findings 

The Commission found the required setback presented a hardship due to the existing 

conditions of the building and the adjacent building.  It would require the petitioner to 

construct additional square footage without providing a benefit to the property.  The 

similarity of the neighboring building was not created by the property owner.  The 

character of the subject building and neighboring building will be maintained by granting 

the variance.  The supply of light and air will be increased by granting the variance to allow 

a greater setback. 

 

Decision 

Mr. Elkins moved to approve an Appearance Review Certificate to construct a second story 

addition and recommend granting a variation to construct the addition beyond the 10 foot 

required build-to-zone, with the conditions that the 1) coping on the north and south 

elevations will be constructed flat to screen the pitch of the roof, 2) east elevation will 

receive equivalent consideration in design and materials with the stucco and metal copings 

being consistent with the other elevations of the building, 3) windows on the west elevation 

be inoperable unless the power lines along the alley are moved so as to not cause a hazard, 

4) height of the parapet wall will meet or exceed the height of the a/c units to provide 

screening, 5) openings in the second floor will provide planter boxes for the second floor 

trellis.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Phillips.  Voting yes: Acting Chairman Bradford, 

and Commissioners Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  

The motion carried. 

 

Mr. Elkins moved to authorize Acting Chairman Bradford to prepare the report and 

recommendations from the Appearance Review Commission for Case 2014-AR-35.  The 

motion was seconded by Mr. Collyer.  Voting yes: Acting Chairman Bradford, and 

Commissioners Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The 

motion carried. 

 

 

V. ADJOURNMENT 

 

At 8:49 p.m., Mr. Elkins moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was seconded by Mr. 

Collyer.  Voting yes: Acting Chairman Bradford, and Commissioners Collyer, Elkins, 

Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 


