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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 7, 2016  

7:30 P.M. 

SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM 

 

 

Members Present: Tim Sheridan, Chairman 

Daniel Elkins  

Craig Phillips 

Carrie Woleben-Meade 

 

Members Absent:  William Bradford 

Dan Collyer 

Mason Miller  

 

Guests: Timm Martin, 3647 Woodhead, Northbrook, IL 

John Fonseca, 822 Hinman Avenue, #1S, Evanston 

 Ray Koenig, 705 11th Street, Wilmette, IL 

 Tom Kafkas, 11 E. Madison St, Suite L-100, Chicago, IL 

 Karl Krogstad, 519 Prembrook Ct. N., Crystal Lake, IL 

 Tom Fraerman, 11 E. Madison St, Suite L-100, Chicago, IL 

 Chuck FioRito, 11 E. Madison St, Suite L-100, Chicago, IL 

 

Staff Present:  Lucas Sivertsen, Business Development Coordinator 
 

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 FEBRUARY 1, 2016. 

 

Mr. Elkins moved to approve the February 1, 2016 meeting minutes as submitted.  The 

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

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

 

 

III. CASES 

 

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, for an Appearance Review Certificate to amend the previous approval and 

provide additional information on mechanical screening. 

 

Mr. Timm Martin said at the previous meeting all roof top units would be hidden behind 

the roof line above the auditorium.  Once the construction documents were completed it 

was discovered there was no way to get all of the roof top units above the auditorium and 

run ductwork through the maze of steel to the southern side of the building.  What they are 

proposing is to create a false roof on the east elevation to cover up the roof top unit from 

the neighbors.  On the west elevation they need to install another roof top unit on the roof 

which would not be hidden behind the roof line.  They are proposing the install a roof top 

unit screen from Envisor. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked if they had a color sample of the screen. 

 

Mr. Martin said they don’t have a color sample, but they intend to use a charcoal color to 

match the roof material.  He said he will bring a sample to a future meeting. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said the roof top unit on the east elevation was not there previously.  He 

asked what the neighbors to the east thought about that location. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said Mr. Brayband came to the Community Development Department today 

to look at the plans with Mr. Adler.  He didn’t think Mr. Brayband realized a roof top unit 

would be located on the roof of the first floor.  Village staff would encourage them to find 

another location if possible. 

 

Mr. Martin said the only other location to put the roof top unit is on the upper roof, but that 

would create a larger screened area on the roof. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said he wasn’t as concerned with the visual impact as he was with the noise 

produced by the unit. 
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Mr. Martin said the unit would be very small.  He’s not opposed to putting it on the upper 

roof, but it would be a larger screen.  He would need to do a screen for each unit on the 

roof. 

 

Mr. Elkins said they would ultimately need to have an acoustical engineer look at the 

proposal to truly determine the impact of the noise.  He thinks it’s more important to hide 

as many units as possible. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked if the location of the unit on the first floor roof could be moved further 

west away from the neighbor.  Also, he wanted to know if the false roof could be increased 

in height up to the height of the window sill to provide more screening. 

 

Mr. Martin said he thought they could accommodate that request. 

 

Mr. Phillips asked how large the roof top unit would be. 

 

Mr. Martin said he thought it was a 5 ton unit. 

 

Mr. Elkins asked where the roof top unit on top of the second floor roof was located on the 

plan view. 

 

Mr. Martin said it was near the center of the flat roof. 

 

Mr. Elkins said it would be helpful to see the shingles and the roof top screening at the 

same time to see how closely they match. 

 

Mr. Phillips said he would like to see a cut-sheet on the roof top unit’s. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade moved to approve an amended Appearance Review Certificate to 

Case 2015-AR-45, 930 Greenleaf, Women’s Club of Wilmette, based on the plans 

submitted with the conditions that 1) the roof structure extend up 12 inches to align with 

the bottom of the second floor window sill, 2) applicant will provide color swatch of roof 

top screen.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Phillips.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan, 

and Commissioners Elkins, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion 

carried. 

 

 

2016-AR-08 1100 Central Avenue, Unit D 

Fonseca Martial Arts Sign Variation 

 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2016-AR-08, 1100 Central Avenue, Fonseca Martial Arts, for a 

sign variation to display a window sign not fronting a street. 
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Mr. John Fonseca, said he took the Commission’s advice and scaled back the proposal.  

They are now proposing to display all seven Kanji in one window along the pedestrian 

passageway.  They have two options, but would like to go with Option B which shows just 

the Kanji without their description. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked if the film would have a background or if it would be clear. 

 

Mr. Fonseca said it would be clear. 

 

Mr. Elkins said at the last meeting Commissioner Phillips brought up the point that if the 

sign was more than a foot behind the window that it would not be regulated by the sign 

code.  He wondered if the applicant had considered that option for only one window sign.  

It would eliminate the need for a variation. 

 

Mr. Fonseca said they explored the option, but felt it would cut into the mat space too 

much. 

 

There was discussion on what had been approved for the surrounding businesses. 

 

Mr. Phillips said he had no problem with the proposal.  He thought the way the building 

was designed with a pedestrian walkway on the side created a unique circumstance. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade said she has a concern over what surrounding businesses were limited 

to in the past. 

 

Mr. Elkins said Coldwell Banker was allowed to keep their blue strip along their window 

because it was considered a graphic and not necessarily a sign.  He thinks the Kanji is 

similar in that regard. 

 

Mr. Ray Koenig said the sign was facing a common element and not the street.  That being 

the case, he wondered why the request did not need approval from the home owners 

association before being brought to the Village for review.  There’s another request in the 

building for a business to display signage in the courtyard.  He is not objecting to the sign 

proposed tonight, but is objecting to the protocol that was followed in bringing the request 

to the Village prior to the association. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said he thought the two approvals were parallel tracks.  If the building has 

more stringent regulations than the Village’s, then those regulations would still apply 

regardless of what the Village approved. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen explained the notice requirements for sign variation requests. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said because the sign is located at the corner and because of the graphic 

nature of the sign he is in favor of the sign. 
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Findings of Fact 

The Commission found the location of the tenant space within the building created an 

unusual circumstance.  While the window was visible from the street, the location did not 

permit the display of signage.  The sign itself was graphic in nature rather than 

communicating a message or product.  The design and appearance of the sign is consistent 

with other signs in the neighborhood. 

 

Decision 

Mr. Elkins moved to recommend granting sign variation for Case 2016-AR-08, 1100 

Central, D, Fonseca Martial Arts, to display a window sign not fronting a street based on 

option B submitted.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Phillips.  Voting yes:  Chairman 

Sheridan, and Commissioners Elkins, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The 

motion carried. 

 

Mr. Phillips moved to authorize Chairman Sheridan to prepare the report and 

recommendation from the Appearance Review Commission.  The motion was seconded by 

Mr. Elkins.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan, and Commissioners Elkins, Phillips, 

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

 

 

2016-AR-07 3232 Lake Avenue 

Joseph Freed & Associates Appearance Review Certificate 

 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2016-AR-07, 3232 Lake Avenue, Joseph Freed & Associates, for 

an Appearance Review Certificate to construct a one-story addition with new landscaping, 

paving and lighting. 

 

Mr. Tom Kafkas said he was representing the property owner of Edens Plaza.  He 

presented the proposed development to the commission.  The project consists of two 

separate one-story additions located on either side of Carson’s north entrance.  They intend 

to share a consistent architectural vocabulary with the existing shopping center.  An 

adjoining plaza in between the additions will be similar in scale to the plaza on Carson’s 

east entrance.  They propose to install low profile planters in the new plaza as well as 

replace existing planters around Edens Plaza.  He stated the major change from the existing 

center are the new brick permeable pavers they are introducing.  The pavers will allow 

them to meet MWRD standards for stormwater management.  They wish to break ground 

this spring.  Leases have been signed for two of the proposed spaces and they hope to be 

able to have tenants open for business later this year before Thanksgiving. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if the proposed pavers were going to be introduced in other 

areas of the center. 

 

Mr. Kafkas said they are intended to be use only in the area of the new plaza. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if they had details on the planters. 
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Mr. Kafkas said the precast planters would be 12 inches in height.  They will use a very 

similar planter to replace existing weather worn planters in the center. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade said the low profile planters are harder to keep watered. 

 

Mr. Kafkas said the visibility of tenant spaces require the planter to have a low profile. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade suggested adding shade trees to the planting plan.  They are removing 

4 larger shade trees along the existing building.  They should add some shade trees back 

into that area.  It will help with scale and site lines.  Even replacing the specified lower 

branched Hawthorns with Honeylocust which are used elsewhere in the shopping center 

would work. 

 

Mr. Kafkas said he thinks they can work with staff to add some shade trees to the area. 

 

Mr. Elkins said he thinks the plans look great.  His only question was regarding the 

“future” room called out on the plans. 

 

Mr. Kafkas said that was intentional and remains optional.  If a food tenant moved into that 

side of the building they will create the room as an internal trash room for food waste.  

They don’t want an exposed trash area on that side of the building near the shopping center 

entrance. 

 

Mr. Phillips asked what they were proposing for signage. 

 

Mr. Kafkas said they would not be asking for any variations to the existing local sign 

ordinance for tenant wall signs, however, they have a separate request to amend the local 

sign ordinance to permit the display of three ground signs. 

 

Mr. Karl Krogstad presented the landscape plan and brick paver sample.  He said they are 

proposing the Sierra paver from Uni Lock in standard finish. 

 

Mr. Phillips moved to approve Case 2016-AR-07, 3232 Lake Avenue, Joseph Freed and 

Associates, for an Appearance Review Certificate to construct a one-story addition with 

new landscaping, paving and lighting.  The motion as seconded by Mr. Elkins.  Voting yes:  

Chairman Sheridan, and Commissioners Elkins, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: 

none.  The motion carried. 
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2016-SZC-01 3232 Lake Avenue 

Joseph Freed & Associates Special Zoning Committee 

 

Chairman Sheridan opened the Special Zoning Committee meeting. 

 

Mr. Kafkas stated they are presenting a proposal to add three ground signs.  Two of the 

signs will be located at the entrances of Lake Avenue and Skokie Boulevard.  The signs 

will have pin mounted letters identifying the shopping center.  The tenant panels will be 

monochromatic.  They feel the signs are consistent with the architecture of the shopping 

center.  The tenant panels will help identify businesses that do not have frontage on the 

street. 

 

Mr. Kafkas said the other ground sign is intended to be visible from the Edens Expressway.  

It would provide identification of the shopping center as well as tenants in the shopping 

center.  He said the size of the sign and the letter heights were chosen based off the distance 

to the roadway as well as the speed of traffic.  They propose a color multi message reader 

board on each side of the sign.  The messages are intended to advertise the shopping center, 

tenants, and some of the activities taking place within the center. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade asked for the dimensions of the Walgreen’s sign that faces the Edens 

Expressway. 

 

Mr. Kafkas said he thought it was roughly 48 inches in height. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked if the number of tenant panels proposed will be enough for each tenant. 

 

Mr. Kafkas said not all of the tenants will have tenant identification signage on all ground 

signs.  The idea is that tenants without any frontage will be able to get some signage on 

either Lake Avenue or Skokie Boulevard.  Those details have not been worked out yet. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade asked for the height of the building occupied by Road Runner. 

 

Mr. Kafkas said the proposed building addition is roughly 17 feet tall.  That profile is 

consistent with the building where Starbucks and H. Marion Framing is located.  The 

height where Road Runner is located is approximately 27 feet tall. 

 

Mr. Phillips asked what the Sign Ordinance states as the maximum height of ground signs.  

He also asked if the applicant was subject to those requirements. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said because Edens Plaza is part of a local sign ordinance they are not subject 

to the same height limitations found elsewhere in the Village.  Because of its size and 

proximity to the Edens Expressway it is very different that most of Wilmette’s commercial 

areas.  Most areas of the Village are allowed ground signs up to 30 square feet in area and 

up to 15 feet in height. 
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Mr. Sheridan asked if Sign #2 was going to be a one sided sign because of its location next 

to landscaping. 

 

Mr. Kafkas said Sign #2 is intended to be a double sided sign.  Some of the landscaping in 

that area is overgrown.  Some of the larger plant material would be transplanted and 

replaced in-kind. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said he likes the idea of the two signs fronting Skokie Boulevard and Lake 

Avenue being the same size.  He thinks the sign on Skokie is an appropriate scale, but 

questions the size of the sign along Lake Avenue.  He wondered if the 5’-3” tall base of the 

sign was needed. 

 

Mr. Kafkas said the 5’-3” height relates to the eye level of vehicle passengers.  It also 

allows for landscaping to be installed at the base of the sign. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade said the biggest thing that stands out to her is Sign #1 facing the 

Edens.  It’s located in a parking lot with very little landscaping.  The sign should be part of 

an overall parking lot rehabilitation.  She understands the sign needs to be visible, but if 

there were some shade trees in the parking lot it would help provide some scale to the sign.  

Instead the sign is standing 40 feet over a sea of asphalt. 

 

Mr. Phillips asked if the sign could be moved closer to the property line along the Edens. 

 

Mr. Kafkas said they preferred the sign along the fence line, but there’s a large ComEd 

easement running along the property line. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said his biggest concern over Sign #1 is the message board component.  The 

design of the sign does not bother him as much.  It is along the highway and not in close 

proximity to other properties to create much of a nuisance. 

 

Mr. Kafkas said it was not intended to be a video board. 

 

Mr. Kafkas said the new trash enclosure was only intended to serve the tenants in the new 

addition. 

 

Mr. Phillips asked how they could put a 25 foot wide sign in an 18 foot wide bay of 

parking. 

 

Mr. Kafkas said they could potentially revise the sign to a v-shaped sign.  That would allow 

them to work within the first row of parking adjacent to the Edens. 

 

Mr. Phillips asked what the commission was supposed to vote on at this meeting. 
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Mr. Sivertsen said the request was to amend the zoning code.  He envisioned the 

Commission provide some direction on what they would like to see.  Staff would then draft 

code based on that direction.  Those code amendments would then be voted on by the 

commission, acting as a special zoning committee, as a recommendation to the Village 

Board.  The Village Board would then vote on whether or not to adopt the code 

amendment. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade said she likes Sign #2 and #3.  Sign #1 however needs to show some 

context with surrounding area.  She is also not supportive of a video board. 

 

Mr. Elkins agrees with Mr. Woleben-Meade regarding the video board.  He likes the design 

of Sign #2 and #3, but feels like they’re a little big. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked if the tenant sign along Lake Avenue could be moved to the west, so 

that it wasn’t squeezed into the area between the building and bus stop. 

 

Mr. Kafkas said that could be considered, but they were wanting the sign to be an entrance 

sign and help identify the entrance off Lake Avenue. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said it would also help to get a better idea of how the sign fits into that area 

and works with the building.  An architectural site plan showing the area would be helpful. 

 

Mr. Kafkas said the message board sign is an important element to maintain Edens Plaza as 

a major competitive force in the marketplace.  It’s important to give their tenants a very 

high degree of visibility.  He understands the objection to the height of the sign.  The height 

is a function of the distance to the roadway.  The message board is a very important part of 

their sign package.  He asked for specifics on what commissioner objections are to the 

message board. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade said it is the level of brightness of the video board.  It would be out of 

context with the rest of that stretch of the expressway. 

 

Mr. Phillips said he would agree and add that the video board seems like a distraction.  He 

feels the tenant’s names on the sign would be more important. 

 

Mr. Kafkas said events held by their tenants would be displayed on the board. 

 

Mr. Tom Fraerman said he appreciates the commission’s comments.  He agrees the only 

video board sign he can think of is at the Chicago Botanic Gardens. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade said that sign displays only text. 

 

Mr. Fraerman said the video board sign helps to attract more customers. 
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Mr. Sivertsen said there are different electronic message boards.  It might help if the 

applicant had more information on the video board sign.  The video board at Wrigley Field 

is large but it has almost of matte finish.  There are also electronic message boards that 

display only text like the one at Chicago Botanic Garden that Ms. Woleben-Meade 

mentioned earlier. 

 

Mr. Chuck FioRito asked if it would be beneficial to show other types of message boards as 

described. 

 

Mr. Phillips said he didn’t think video board signs advertising sales were appropriate at that 

location.  He thinks the signs would be nice for the shopping center to have but doesn’t see 

them as necessary. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said it would be beneficial to provide other options for the board given the 

comments from commissioners. 

 

Mr. Kafkas asked if it would be beneficial to come back next month with Olympic Sign so 

they can talk about different messaging solutions. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said he thought the Commission was okay with the design of the sign, but 

some commissioners thought the size could be reduced.  The video board is an issue with 

Sign #1.  It would be beneficial to come back to explain the different video board options.  

He realizes why the applicant chose to put Sign #1 where it is proposed, but he would like 

to know if it can be part of a landscaped area instead of floating in the parking lot. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said the case will be continued to the next meeting. 

 

Mr. Elkins moved to continued Case 2016-SZC-01, 3232 Lake Avenue, Joseph Freed and 

Associates to the April 4, 2016 meeting.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Woleben-

Meade.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan, and Commissioners Elkins, Phillips, Woleben-

Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

The Special Zoning Committee hearing was adjourned. 

 

IV. NEW BUSINESS 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said Imperial Motors is planning to attend the April 4, 2016 meeting to 

further discuss their proposal.  Mr. Sivertsen handed out copies of the most recent 

submittal. 

 

V. ADJOURNMENT 

 

At 9:14 p.m., Mr. Elkins moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was seconded by Mr. 

Phillips.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan, and Commissioners Elkins, Phillips, Woleben-

Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 


