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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, NOVEMBER 2, 2015  

7:30 P.M. 

SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM 

 

 

Members Present: Tim Sheridan, Chairman 

William Bradford  

Dan Collyer  

Daniel Elkins  

Craig Phillips  

Carrie Woleben-Meade 

 

Members Absent:  Mason Miller 

 

Guests: Sydney Schneidman, 1500 Sheridan Road 

 Bill Pappas, 5677 N. Northwest Hwy., Chicago, IL 

 Peter Zelenko, 954 W. Washington Boulevard, Suite 410, Chicago, IL 

 Gail Ferrari, 421 Ridge Road 

 William Ng, 1239 W. Winnemac, Chicago, IL 

 Jordan Aron, 150 Skokie Highway, Lake Bluff, IL 

 Robert Flubacker, 1835 Rowling Road, Rolling Meadows, IL 

 

Staff Present:  Lucas Sivertsen, Planner III 
 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

 

Chairman Sheridan called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 
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II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES; APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION MEETING 

OF OCTOBER 5, 2015. 

 

Mr. Bradford moved to approve the October 5, 2015 meeting minutes as amended.  The 

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

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

The motion carried. 

 

 

III. CONSENT AGENDA 

 

Mr. Elkins moved to approve an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2015-AR-16, 

1126 Central Avenue, Napolita, Projecting Sign; Case 2015-AR-41, 1200 Central Avenue, 

Chase, Wall Signs; and Case 2015-AR-42, 406 Ridge Road, IL Center for Digestive & 

Liver Health, Wall Sign.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Bradford.  Voting yes:  

Chairman Sheridan, and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Phillips, Woleben-

Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

 

IV. CASES 

 

2015-AR-39 60-126 Skokie Boulevard 

Next Realty Appearance Review Certificate 

 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2015-AR-39, 60-126 Skokie Boulevard, Next Realty, requesting 

an Appearance Review Certificate to reface two existing multi-tenant signs. 

 

Mr. Peter Zelenko stated he was an architect with Portico Partners in Chicago and was 

working on behalf of the applicant, Next Realty.  Their intent is to update the two 

monument signs to match the colors and materials of the shopping center.  The sign at the 

corner of the property will be re-clad in stone at the base.  The stone base will match the 

stone base on the other sign to the south at the entrance off Skokie Boulevard. 

 

Mr. Elkins asked if the sizes of the signs were changing. 

 

Mr. Zelenko said the size would not change. 

 

Mr. Zelenko presented the material samples for the sign. 

 

Mr. Phillips said he thought the Commission had an issue with the number of tenant panels 

in the sign. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked how the tenant panels would be replaced as the tenant mix changed. 

 

Mr. Blum said the order of the tenant panels is typically specified in the lease.  Most 

tenants either want the top or the bottom. 
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Mr. Phillips moved to approve an Appearance Review Certificate to reface the two existing 

multi-tenant signs.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Bradford.  Voting yes:  Chairman 

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

no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

 

2015-AR-31 1500 Sheridan Road 

1500 Sheridan Road HOA Appearance Review Certificate 

 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2015-AR-31, 1500 Sheridan Road, 1500 Sheridan Road HOA, 

for an Appearance Review Certificate to install six roof top units. 

 

Mr. Sydney Schneidman said he was Vice President of the home owners association and 

Chairman of the Buildings Committee.  They revised the plans to show screening around 

each unit individually. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked Mr. Schneidman for a brief summary of the revisions. 

 

Mr. Schneidman said they added screening to each roof top unit.  One unit that was a little 

problematic was the southernmost unit due to the air intake duct.  However, they were able 

to find a solution of how to screen that unit.  He said they are willing to go either way with 

the screening.  The manufacturer they selected produced screens that were canted or 

vertical. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade asked what color was specified for the screens. 

 

Mr. Schneidman said it would be a putty of khaki color to match the elevator housing on 

the roof. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said they should pick one color for the purposes of approving a certificate. 

 

Mr. Schneidman said they will go with khaki. 

 

Mr. Phillips asked if there was any advantage to the canted screen. 

 

Mr. Schneidman thought it was just a cost savings. 

 

Mr. Elkins thought the vertical screen would hold up better over time and facilitate easier 

maintenance of the roof top units. 

 

Mr. Schneidman said they will choose to go with the vertical screening.  The horizontal 

louver style would be used and there would not be a top trim. 
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Mr. Phillips moved to approve an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2015-AR-31, to 

install six roof top units with the conditions that 1) the design will be option #1A as shown 

in the submittal, 2) with a louver panel design 3) in a khaki color.  The motion was 

seconded by Mr. Elkins.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan, and Commissioners Bradford, 

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

 

 

2015-AR-40 421 Ridge Road 

Northshore Meats Appearance Review Certificate 

 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2015-AR-40, 421 Ridge Road, Northshore Meats requesting an 

Appearance Review Certificate to install landscaping around a condensing unit. 

 

Ms. Gail Ferrari said she was one of the owners of Northshore Meats.  She said they 

needed to replace the condenser for the freezer and were proposing to screen the unit with 

landscaping. 

 

Mr. Elkins said it looked like the landscaping would only screen the unit from the east and 

would not screen it from the apartments to the north. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade said the standard of review calls for screening the unit on all sides.  

While the unit is most visible from the east, it can be seen from the north side. 

 

Ms. Ferrari said the unit can’t be screened to the north because the parking lot is directly 

adjacent to the unit and there needs to be ventilation for the unit. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said an option is to screen it with a fence instead of landscaping.  A louvered 

fence would allow sufficient ventilation. 

 

Ms. Ferrari said she’s worried about people hitting the fence with their car. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said it would be beneficial for the people to the north if the unit was screened.  

There are ways to design a fence to help withstand damage from an automobile. 

 

Mr. Bradford said he appreciates the concern for the fence being damaged by automobiles. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade said she likes the idea of having a panel to screen the unit. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said the screen wouldn’t need to be tall.  The unit itself is only about 24 

inches tall.  He said they are probably better off either doing bushes or a fence, but not 

both.  The best solution seems to be to screen the unit on three sides with a fence. 

 

Mr. Elkins said the changes discussed are significant enough that the applicant should 

resubmit revised plans to show what type of fence is proposed. 
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Mr. Sheridan asked the applicant if it would help to continue the case until they can have a 

fence contractor provide her with a proposal.  They wouldn’t expect the fence to be 

installed this year with winter weather approaching.  They could approved something next 

month, but if the ground is frozen they could wait until spring to install. 

 

Mr. Bradford moved to continue Case 2015-AR-40, 421 Ridge, Northshore Meats, to the 

December 7, 2015 meeting.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Phillips.  Voting yes:  

Chairman Sheridan, and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Phillips, Woleben-

Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

 

2015-AR-06 422-444 ½ Ridge Road 

BCH 422, LLC Appearance Review Certificate 

 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2015-AR-06, 422-444 ½ Ridge Road, for an Appearance Review 

Certificate to address conditions of a prior approval.  The landscaping urn was not provided 

at the previous meeting.  The applicant was also asking for approval for a modification to 

the fence material previously approved. 

 

Mr. William Ng showed the sample of the proposed fence material.  He said he was not 

able to obtain a sample of the other fence they were proposing to use and so they decided to 

modify the fence to a Fiberon material.  He said the fence boards would be installed 

horizontally as shown in the rendering.  The fence color would be pacific redwood. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if the planter would be placed on a stone plinth. 

 

Mr. Ng said the planer would be on top of a 36 inch tall brick column.  The planter itself 

will be 30 inches in diameter with a sandstone finish. 

 

Mr. Elkins moved to approve an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2015-AR-06, 

422-444 ½ Ridge Road, to install a landscape planter using Glen Gary Winnetka brick and 

urn in natural sandstone finish, and to modify the fence material with Fiberon boards in a 

pacific redwood color.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Bradford.  Voting yes:  Chairman 

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

no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

 

2015-AR-20 135 Green Bay Road 

Medical Clinic Appearance Review Certificate 

 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2015-AR-20, 135 Green Bay Road, IL Center for Digestive & 

Liver Health, for an Appearance Review Certificate to address conditions of a prior 

approval.  The applicant needed to revise the photometric plan, provide a material sample 

of the mechanical unit screen, and provide a detail of the brick/stucco transition. 
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Mr. Ng said the lighting plan had been modified to reduce the amount of light bleeding 

onto adjacent properties. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked for the maximum illumination levels at the property line. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said the maximum illumination at the receiving lot line was 0.5 foot candles. 

 

Mr. Bradford said the illumination exceedes 0.5 foot candles on the property to the north. 

 

Mr. Ng said he was not able to obtain a color sample of the screen. 

 

Mr. Elkins said there was a technical issue he noticed when reviewing the plans.  The rear 

elevation showed a downspout running over a stucco wall.  They will want to think a little 

more about how they are protecting the wall so it doesn’t become a maintenance issue. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said it would be difficult to approve the roof top screen without having a 

material sample. 

 

Mr. Elkins said the color and type of finish they are specifying can have a green tint to it.  

It would be important to see a color sample. 

 

Mr. Ng said he can continue the case to the next meeting. 

 

Mr. Phillips moved to continue Case 2015-AR-20, to the December 7, 2015 meeting.  The 

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

Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion 

carried. 

 

 721 Green Bay Road 

Imperial Motors Preliminary Review 

 

Mr. Jordan Aron stated he was before the Appearance Review Commission last year 

seeking approval for remodeling a Jaguar dealership.  Jaguar Corporate required approval 

before the plans could be presented to the Village for review.  Jaguar Corporate also was 

not willing to let the dealership make changes to the plan based on the Village’s design 

criteria.  The Commission denied the approval of the Appearance Review Certificate.  

After the denial, Jaguar, Imperial Motors and the Village President met to discuss the 

proposal.  Some modifications to the plans were made and they thought the proposal was 

going in a positive direction towards approval. 

 

Before approval was granted, Jaguar Corporate directed Imperial Motors to stop their 

design development and said they were modifying the dealership design template for the 

entire country.  Mr. Aron said the second time around he told Jaguar Corporate they 

weren’t going to spend time and money on developing plans until they were confident the 

design was something the Village was going to support. 
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The purpose of their current review is to collect comments from the Commission on the 

conceptual plans.  He said Jaguar Corporate was going to be very stiff on what design 

variations they were willing to grant.  The plans presented were prepared by a design firm 

in California hired by corporate to provide conceptual design plans. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade asked what materials would be used on the façade. 

 

Mr. Aron said the large part of the façade will be aluminum composite material (ACM).  

The brand name is Alucobond.  The other material used is corrugated metal paneling. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked if Imperial Motors would be selling Land Rovers as indicated in the 

rendering. 

 

Mr. Flubacker said that is an interesting point.  They won’t be selling Land Rovers, but the 

concept prepared by corporate was for a dual concept with two symmetrical storefronts.  It 

isn’t clear how a dual concept will work with only one line of vehicles, which is part of the 

reason why they required the corporate architect to prepare the conceptual plans. 

 

Mr. Phillips asked about the directive from Jaguar corporate.  Last time Jaguar said no 

design variations would be granted and if the Village didn’t approve the redesign they 

would be forced to move. 

 

Mr. Aron said while they don’t require you to move, they place heavy sanctions on your 

business that would force you out. 

 

Mr. Bradford said Jaguar is a premium brand.  He would think their buildings would want 

to reflect that image of a premium brand.  In his mind the design for the dealership does not 

reflect a premium brand image. 

 

Mr. Phillips said while he can respect their position, there is no way he can support this 

design.  It’s a substantial change from the existing building, which he considers to be one 

of the premier buildings in Village Center. 

 

Mr. Bradford said the last time they met, limestone was discussed as being a potential 

material. 

 

Mr. Aron said the concept plans shown are the general direction that car brands are going 

in. 

 

Mr. Bradford said most of the dealerships you see with ACM are located along a highway 

in a much different environment than the Village Center.  The building is more of a 

billboard in these cases. 

 

Mr. Aron said the car companies are intentionally designing the buildings this way and 

don’t anticipate the building will be around more than 10 years. 
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Mr. Sivertsen said the Zoning Ordinance contains a list of materials that are specifically 

prohibited in the Village Center.  ACM is not listed as a prohibited material. 

 

Mr. Bradford said it’s not a bad material if used in the correct application. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade said she would like to see a lot more street trees and landscaping in 

the proposal. 

 

Mr. Aron said there are street tree pits in the parkway.  Once construction is complete they 

intend to ask the Village to replace the parkway trees. 

 

Mr. Elkins said he didn’t feel as strongly as others against the proposal.  He feels it’s 

unfortunate that the building looks like every other dealership you see.  The building is 

going to be non-descript.  Limestone would have a richer feel.  He doesn’t have an issue 

with the use of ACM.  Depending on what finish you have on the panels they can look very 

rich.  He does have an issue with the corrugated metal paneling.  It is bordering on being a 

prohibited material.  The large windows are a positive piece of the design.  He’s interested 

on seeing more about what is on the side elevations that are not shown.  The transition 

between the car dealership and Starbucks will be important. 

 

Mr. Bradford proposed an idea of concentrating the design focus on the southern wing 

where the main showroom is located.  The rest of the building would then be quiet and 

supporting of the main showroom. 

 

Mr. Aron said he thought Jaguar Corporate would not go for that idea.  Their concept calls 

for dual storefronts that mirror each other.  Everything is very symmetrical. 

 

Mr. Flubacker said there are a handful of architecture firms that design automobile 

dealership buildings.  It’s not a surprise that they all looks the same. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade said that activating the streetscape could also help a lot to add some 

depth to the building.  Some cube planters on the sidewalk would help. 

 

Mr. Phillips asked if Jaguar was open to compromise. 

 

Mr. Aron said he didn’t think they were, and maybe even less so than before. 

 

Mr. Phillips said if the design doesn’t match the Village Center Design standards he 

doesn’t see a reason to grant a variation. 

 

Mr. Aron asked Mr. Sivertsen what variation would be needed. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said the zoning ordinance requires a break in the roof line every 25 feet.  

Whether it was a change in the parapet height, shape, or the introduction of a bay or 

projection. 
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Mr. Flubacker said he knows Jaguar well enough to have a sense for what design variations 

will be acceptable.  They may be open to dropping the corrugated metal, but the main 

elements that make up the storefront including the storefront glass height and consistent 

height across the roofline is something they will not budge on. 

 

Mr. Phillips asked if there was any way to incorporate the existing building into the new 

design. 

 

Mr. Flubacker said they would need to demolish the first 50-60 feet of the building and 

rebuild.  The design concept does not allow for any curves. 

 

Mr. Collyer said the Commission should be somewhat flexible, but the most important 

thing is to make sure buildings are fitting in with the character of the Village.  He realizes 

there is no strong design theme in the Village Center, but the proposed building is in stark 

contrast to current buildings in Village Center.  He feels if there was an effort to work with 

the Village codes and modify the materials to better fit the area he could support the 

proposal.  He understands they are limited in what modifications they can make due to 

Jaguar’s demands, but as it is currently shown, it would be difficult to support. 

 

Mr. Aron noted many of the buildings in the area of Village Center are deteriorated.  In the 

area around Imperial Motors there is a home that is contemporary. 

 

Mr. Sheridan noted the Commission does not review single family homes and that they are 

not held to any design criteria. 

 

Mr. Aron thinks the building would be a new and fresh concept for Village Center that 

could help revitalize the area.  He wasn’t a fan of the first design concept, but he likes the 

current concept.  They are proud of what they have built in the past.  Their buildings are 

always well maintained. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade said if they were willing to make some compromises she would feel 

better about supporting something.  However, with no effort to design within the Village’s 

design criteria it is difficult to encourage them to move forward with their design drawings.  

The Commission can provide suggestions, but if Jaguar is not going to consider any 

modifications to their design their suggestions are pointless. 

 

Mr. Aron said the main design focal point is something that he doesn’t think Jaguar will 

allow modification to.  However, he thinks some changes to the north side of the building 

would be a possibility.  Changes from their material list will be difficult.  They have 

already tried to make changes to materials which were denied. 

 

Mr. Flubacker said Jaguar will not grant any modification to the design until it is rejected 

by the Appearance Review Commission.  He’s not sure what Jaguar’s position will be if 

the Village were to deny the proposal. 
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Mr. Elkins asked what the petitioner was seeking at this meeting other than preliminary 

comments. 

 

Mr. Aron said they wanted to hear what the Commission had to say so they could take 

those comments back to Jaguar. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said there were some Commissioners who staunchly don’t like the proposal 

and there are others who said the design might work if it was developed further to take into 

account the Village’s design criteria.  That may not be possible given Jaguar’s position on 

design modifications.  The last time they reviewed the proposal his concern was what 

would happen if Imperial Motors left after two years.  How could be building be reused.  

For the good of the Village it should be able to be repurposed. 

 

Mr. Aron said the building won’t be designed to last.  The existing building is old and has 

seen many additions and patches over time.  It would be difficult to repurpose the existing 

building. 

 

Mr. Flubacker said he would be surprised if Imperial Motors were to put millions of dollars 

into the building and then decide to walk away from it two years later. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade summarized the comments of the Commission.  The corrugated metal 

is not supported, the streetscape needs more work, and the importance of roofline 

articulation were the main points of discussion.  It is up to the petitioner to decide what to 

do with those comments. 

 

Mr. Bradford suggested two modifications for the south half of the building which is the 

main focus of the corporate image.  The wall along the north side of the entrance is flush 

with the main façade.  If that were pushed back, and the glazing were raised up one more 

panel it would help improve that piece of the elevation. 

 

Mr. Elkins said he is not dead set against this proposal.  He likes it better than the previous 

design.  It was a positive change, but it may have went too far and become sterile and 

bland. 

 

Mr. Phillips said he could not support the design. 

 

Mr. Collyer said it would be difficult to support the proposal as it is presented. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade said she would have a difficult time voting for the proposal without 

some of the comments incorporated into the design. 

 

Mr. Aron said he and Mr. Flubacker will take these comments back to Jaguar. 
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V. ADJOURNMENT 

 

At 9:20 p.m., Mr. Phillips moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was seconded by Mr. 

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

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

 


