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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, DECEMBER 7, 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: John Plunkett, 1600 10th St 

 Christopher S. Canning, 1000 Skokie Blvd, Ste 355 

 Timm Martin, 3647 Woodhead, Northbrook, IL 

 Barb Bischoff, 1223 Washington Ave 

 Edie Rowell, 1625 Sheridan Rd 

 Jim Braband, 924 Greenleaf Ave 

 

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 NOVEMBER 2, 2015. 

 

Mr. Phillips moved to approve the November 2, 2015 meeting minutes as amended.  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. 

 

 

III. CONTINUANCES 

 

Mr. Elkins moved to continue Case 2015-AR-20, 135 Green Bay Road, IL Center for 

Digestive Health; and Case 2015-AR-40, 421 Ridge Road, North Shore Meats, to the 

January 4, 2016 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. 

 

 

IV. CONSENT AGENDA 

 

Mr. Bradford moved to approve an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2015-AR-44, 

3245 Lake Ave, Byline Bank, Ground and Wall Signs; Case 2015-AR-46, 328 Linden Ave, 

NS Associates, Awning; Case 2015-AR-47, 1195 Wilmette Ave, Trendy Taco, Window 

Sign; and Case 2015-AR-48, 111 Green Bay Rd, Firefly, Awning.  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. 

 

 

V. CASES 

 

2015-AR-05 1600 10th Street 

John Plunkett Interiors Sign Variation 

 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2015-AR-05, 1600 10th Street, John Plunkett Interiors, requesting 

a variation from the Plaza del Lago Local Sign Ordinance for a 17.5 square foot sign area 

variation to display a wall sign. 

 

Mr. John Plunkett said they have been at their location in Plaza del Lago for a few years 

and would like to install a wall sign.  They’re asking for a sign which is larger than what 

the code allows.  From a viewing distance across the shopping center to the east it would be 

difficult to see a sign that met code requirements.  The name of the business is rather long 

which causes the letters to be smaller in order to fit into the allowable area. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked for the applicant to clarify the type of illumination.  It looked like the 

sign was externally illuminated and that the depth of the sign was needed to provide a 

means for attaching the gooseneck light fixtures. 
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Mr. Plunkett said Mr. Sheridan was correct, the sign would be externally illuminated. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said the photo and drawing of the gooseneck light fixture did not match.  He 

assumed the light fixture would be the one in the photo and that they would find someone 

to fabricate the gooseneck to match the drawing. 

 

Mr. Plunkett said they would have someone fabricate a gooseneck arm like the one in the 

drawing.  He wanted to find a smaller light fixture than the typical large barn style 

gooseneck fixture. 

 

Mr. Plunkett said he had also considered doing the “John Plunkett” letters in white and 

“interior” in black instead of what was shown in the submittal. 

 

Mr. Bradford said he thought the proposal as submitted was better.  He wondered if the 

sign could be made shorter so that the width of the sign aligned with the roof brackets. 

 

Mr. Plunkett said he was trying to align the sides of the sign with the center of the arches 

below the sign. 

 

Mr. Bradford said the rendering shows the sign to be smaller.  The sign did not appear to 

extend to the center of the arches. 

 

Mr. Elkins said his thought was to make the sign bigger so that it aligned with the center of 

the arches. 

 

Mr. Plunkett said the rendering did not accurately reflect the size of the proposed sign.  The 

proposed sign is 15 feet wide.  It will align with the center of the arched windows. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if the sign for North Shore University Health Systems required 

a sign variation. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said the sign required a variation for the location of the sign, but not the size. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said the size of the sign was reasonable. 

 

Mr. Elkins said he thought the size of the sign made sense. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said one would not be able to see the sign off of 10th Street until entering the 

drive; however, the letter height will be beneficial to people in the interior of the shopping 

center to the east. 

 

Mr. Plunkett said he had looked at how many light fixtures to use.  He wanted to make sure 

the sign was uniformly illuminated, but didn’t need to provide light that would extend to 

the wall on either side.  If the light fixtures did not need to align with the roof brackets it 

would allow greater flexibility in dispersing the light equally. 
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Mr. Bradford said if four lights were used, the two outer lights could alight with the roof 

brackets and then the two inner lights could be spaced equally. 

 

Mr. Plunkett said it will depend on the spread of the light bulb.  The bulb type he is 

considering is a flood bulb.  He would like to use only three lights to keep it less busy. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if there were any concerns about the amount of illumination. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said from a code standpoint he didn’t have a concern.  The ordinance 

provides limits on the amount of light at the receiving lot line.  In this case, the closest 

receiving lot line would be across 10th Street. 

 

Mr. Phillips asked about the specific fixture being proposed. 

 

Mr. Plunkett said he was proposing the gooseneck in a metallic finish with a directional 

bullet light in the same finish. 

 

Findings of Fact 

The commission found the proposed sign took into account the design of the building.  The 

variation would relieve the petitioner from a hardship due to the spacing of the windows on 

the existing building.  The sign would not present a traffic or safety hazard to the 

surrounding area. 

 

Decision 

Mr. Bradford moved to recommend a 17.5 square foot sign area variation to display a wall 

sign with the following conditions: 1) the ends of the sign align with the center line of the 

window arches, 2) three gooseneck light fixtures align with the roof brackets, 3) the light 

fixture will have a custom gooseneck and be in a metallic finish.  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. 

 

Mr. Bradford moved to authorize the chairman to prepare the report and recommendation 

for Case 2015-AR-05.  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-45 930 Greenleaf Avenue 

Women’s Club of Wilmette Appearance Review Certificate 

 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2015-AR-45, 930 Greenleaf Avenue, Women’s Club of 

Wilmette, requesting an Appearance Review Certificate to modify the building including 

redesigning the roof line, increasing the second floor setback on the east elevation, 

removing dormers on the north elevation, and constructing an accessible ramp on the south 

elevation. 



   Approved 01/04/16 
  

 5 

 

Mr. Christopher Canning explained the Women’s Club of Wilmette, located at 930 

Greenleaf suffered a devastating fire in February of 2015.  Once the extent of the damage 

was determined it was up to the club whether or not to rebuild.  Internally, the club decided 

they would like to rebuild.  Before that could begin the club needed Village approval to do 

so.  Village code states that if the owner wishes to rebuild a legal non-conforming structure 

that they start construction within 180 days of the damage.  Because of necessary selective 

demolition, site cleanup, and insurance protocol, the Women’s Club was not able to meet 

that deadline.  As a result they were required to seek a variation from the zoning ordinance 

to extend that 180 day timeline.  That extension was granted by the Village Board.  The 

Women’s Club is now before the Appearance Review Commission seeking approval for 

modifications to the building. 

 

Mr. Timm Martin stated he grew up near the Women’s Club and has a great appreciation 

for the building.  He feels very privileged that the club has decided to bring him into the 

role as architect for this project.  He worked with experts on stone and was able to find the 

stone which they unequivocally believe is the quarry where the original stone was sourced 

in 1909. 

 

Mr. Martin said the proposed west elevation is exactly the same as the previous with the 

exception that the roof line will change.  He stated a roof had been constructed on top of 

another roof.  There were several remodels that were done over the years.  They wished to 

modify the roofline to make more architectural and structural sense.  On the south 

elevation, the stone wall will be the same with the exception of a new entrance to 

accommodate the accessible entrance.  They have decided to screen the new ramp after 

hearing from neighbors.  The east and north elevations were modified to reduce the volume 

of the building in those areas.  Specifically, on the east side, they increased the setback on 

the second floor to create some relief.  The north side was reduced in volume by removing 

dormers that had been on the building.  The existing windows are an old Henthill steel 

window.  The windows are very expensive and not very energy efficient.  The lead time on 

getting those windows is about 20 weeks, so they are going with a black aluminum clad 

window with a thin profile to match the existing.  He would love to reuse the existing 

windows but they were largely ruined by the heat of the fire. 

 

Mr. Martin said there were a number of different roofs with differing roofing materials.  

There were asphalt shingles and slate shingles.  Their intent is to use a slate or black 

colored architectural asphalt shingle. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked what type of gutters they would be using. 

 

Mr. Martin said they will use aluminum gutters. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade said she would like to see their landscape plan once they get to that 

point. 
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Mr. Sheridan said in order to give them a full certificate; they would need to see samples of 

all the exterior materials being introduced.  He wasn’t sure what type of exterior lighting 

they were proposing, but they would want to know that before issuing a final certificate. 

 

Mr. Martin said they intend to reuse the existing light fixtures. 

 

Mr. Elkins said he would like to see a sample of the window frame finish. 

 

Mr. Martin said he will get a corner sample of the window frame. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said he didn’t have a problem with the proposal.  He assumed the flat part of 

the roof is where they will be placing the mechanical units.  They would need a roof 

section and mechanical cut sheets to demonstrate how the units will be screened.  He said 

they would also need to screen the garbage.  If they just used residential style toters that 

would be much easier to screen, but if they had dumpsters they would need to find a way to 

screen those as well. 

 

The commission discussed the need for information on gutters, downspouts, windows, and 

railing.  

 

Mr. Sheridan asked if the tower above the auditorium was existing.  If so, he would like to 

know if they propose to repaint the tower and if so with what color of paint. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said it looks like there are several different styles of tooling.  He would want 

to know how the stone would look.  It looks like some is split face and some of it is 

funiculated.  If the cap stones are going to be a different material or finish it would be good 

to know what those are. 

 

Mr. Martin said during the surgical demolition, they kept all of the cap stones and intended 

to reuse them. 

 

Mr. Phillips asked if this is something that will be continued. 

 

Mr. Canning said what was driving some of this was the 180 day timeframe in which they 

were supposed to begin construction.  They were given a variation to extend the 180 day 

timeframe until June, however, what was really driving them was the need to get a roof on 

the structure to protect it from the elements.  Mr. Martin’s focus has been on preparing roof 

and structural plans so they can install a roof.  The lead time for fabrication of the structural 

steel is about 6-9 weeks.  The focus of the club is to get a partial permit to reconstruct the 

wall and install the roof. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said he thought the Community Development Department wouldn’t be able to 

issue a permit until an Appearance Review Certificate was approved. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said the department would be able to issue a partial permit if the commission 

were able to give approval for the wall and roof. 
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Mr. Martin indicated they would do a block back up to support the new roof.  Their 

immediate need is to get the block up so they can start setting the bar joists in the 

auditorium.  Their intent is to bring all the walls up as soon as possible.  The south side is 

all veneer, but the face stone will need to go up with that wall.  He would like to get a 

blessing on the geometry of the building tonight so he can finish structural drawings. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said he didn’t want to speak for the rest of the commission, but he’s fine with 

the massing and the enclosure as presented.  He asked if there were any members of the 

audience which would like to speak. 

 

Mr. Jim Braband said he lives directly to the east of the Women’s Club.  He and his wife 

were the neighbors most directly impacted by the fire damage.  They were present at both 

the Zoning Board and Village Board meetings to consider the extension.  All of the 

neighbors share a common interest and respect for the Women’s Club.  They all bought 

their property when the Women’s Club existed and they would all like to see a successful 

club.  Their main concern is the amount of time it is taking for construction to start.  They 

felt the June date was too long and would like to see work begin before that time.  As part 

of the Village Board approval to extend the construction date until June, they understood a 

roof would be installed as soon as possible.  They are less concerned with the interior work, 

but would like to see the exterior work begin long before June.  They felt the Women’s 

Club and Mr. Martin have been good at meeting with them to share the design.  Their other 

main concern is the handicapped ramp located on the south elevation and how that would 

be screened.  They would welcome a decision that would allow the exterior work begin so 

that construction wasn’t delayed through the winter months. 

 

Mr. Sheridan thought the Commission can honor their wish to move forward with 

construction.  He doesn’t hear any objection to what is being proposed, they just need more 

information.  The applicant will just need to make sure they get their submittals to the 

Community Development Department to stay on track for a January 4 date. 

 

Mr. Canning said he would like to not have to come back every month as more information 

is developed. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said the Commission will review these items as they come in. 

 

Mr. Canning asked when they need to get everything to the Community Development 

Department in order to make the January 4 date. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said he will need everything by December 30.  The plans can be emailed.  

The samples can then be brought to the meeting. 
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Mr. Elkins moved to grant an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2015-AR-45, 930 

Greenleaf to modify the building including redesigning the roof line, increasing the second 

floor setback on the east elevation, removing dormers on the north elevation, and 

constructing an accessible ramp on the south elevation, as it relates to the building structure 

and massing, including the roofline.  At a future date the applicant will submit 1) all finish 

samples and colors including windows, gutters, roofing, and any other exterior materials; 2) 

a roof plan and equipment cut-sheets as necessary to illustrate how the roof top units will 

be screened; and 3) a landscape plan.  The stone as submitted is approved.  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. 

 

 

VI. ADJOURNMENT 

 

At 8:42 p.m., Mr. Bradford moved to adjourn the 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. 

 


