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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, APRIL 4, 2016  

7:30 P.M. 

SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM 

 

 

Members Present: Tim Sheridan, Chairman 

William Bradford 

Dan Collyer 

Daniel Elkins  

Craig Phillips 

Mason Miller  

Carrie Woleben-Meade 

 

Members Absent:  None 

 

Guests: William Ng, 406 Ridge Road 

 Dr. Milin, 411 Linden Avenue 

 Jason Stulberger, 125 South Wheeling Road, Wheeling 

 Sam Gambacorta, 464 Highcrest Drive 

 Meg Maris, 464 Highcrest Drive 

 Kevin Kazimer, 18 Executive Court, South Barrington 

 Peggy Smith, 1322 Wilmette Avenue 

 Jordan Aron, 721 Green Bay Road 

 Steve Ruby, 721 Green Bay Road 

 Bob Flubacker, 1835 Rohlwing Road, Rolling Meadows 

 

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 MARCH 7, 2016. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade moved to approve the March 7, 2016 meeting minutes as amended.  

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

Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: 

none.  The motion carried. 

 

 

III. CONTINUANCES 

 

Mr. Bradford moved to continue Case 2015-AR-45, 930 Greenleaf Avenue, Women’s Club 

and Case 2016-SZC-01, 3232 Lake Avenue, Joseph Freed & Associates to the May 2, 2016 

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

Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: 

none.  The motion carried. 

 

 

IV. CONSENT AGENDA 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade moved to approve an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2016-

AR-14, 1100 Central, Dr. Mehta, Window Sign; and Case 2016-AR-15, 1214 Washington 

Ave, OTO Float, Wall Sign.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Bradford.  Voting yes:  

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

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

 

 

V. CASES 

 

2016-AR-09 406 Ridge Road 

IL Center for Digestive & Liver Health Appearance Review Certificate 

 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2016-AR-09, 406 Ridge Road, IL Center for Digestive and Liver 

Health for an Appearance Review Certificate to install a trash enclosure. 

 

Mr. William Ng stated he was the architect for the project and could answer any questions 

the commission had.  The owners wanted to move the existing enclosure because it is next 

to their entrance off of the parking lot.  The new enclosure will accommodate three 

dumpsters. 

 

Mr. Elkins asked if the bollards would be painted. 

 

Mr. Ng said the bollards would be painted safety yellow. 
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Mr. Phillips moved to approve Case 2016-AR-09, 406 Ridge Road, for an Appearance 

Review Certificate to install a trash enclosure with the condition the bollards would be 

painted safety yellow.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Bradford.  Voting yes:  Chairman 

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

Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

 

2016-AR-10 411 Linden Avenue 

Dr. Milin Appearance Review Certificate 

 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2016-AR-10, 411 Linden Avenue, Dr. Milin, for an Appearance 

Review Certificate to remodel the building façade. 

 

Mr. Jason Stulberger said they are planning to remove the cracked storefront windows and 

replace them with new bronze aluminum window frames.  The existing arched window 

panes above the storefront window will be salvaged and reused if possible.  If they cannot 

be salvaged they will recreate the arch shape with painted wood to match the existing. 

 

Dr. Milin said he would like to match the black awnings across the street.  He said he 

hasn’t picked out the exact awning yet. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said it was okay for Dr. Milin to come back at a later time with information 

on the awning. 

 

Mr. Milin said he was interested in putting his name on the valance only. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said he would prefer whatever awning is installed on the building that it is 

uniform across the building. 

 

Mr. Miller asked if the wood was proposed to be installed behind the glass. 

 

Mr. Stulberger said that is correct. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked what type of window glazing was proposed. 

 

Mr. Jason Stulberger said it would be a light grey tint. 

 

Mr. Miller moved to approve Case 2016-AR-10, 411 Linden Avenue, for an Appearance 

Review Certificate to remodel the building façade with the stipulation that the glass be a 

light grey tint, and that the applicant return with the material sample for the awing.  The 

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

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

motion carried. 
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2016-AR-11 1314-1318 Wilmette Avenue 

Sam Gambacorta Appearance Review Certificate 

 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2016-AR-11, 1314-1318 Wilmette Avenue, Sam Gambacorta, 

for an Appearance Review Certificate to construct a five unit townhome development. 

 

Mr. Gambacorta provided the commission with a history of their family’s business in 

Wilmette. 

 

Mr. Kevin Kazimer said the reason for creating a two unit and three unit building was to 

break up the massing of the units so they were more of a single-family building in scale.  

Each unit was 50 feet wide from the street view.  The townhome unit on the southern end 

was given a front elevation design facing the street even though the unit was side facing.  

The design is consistent on all four sides.  The limestone proposed is real limestone rather 

than engineered. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked how the banding of the limestone would align with the windows on the 

second floor. 

 

Mr. Gambacorta said the maximum length of the limestone bands would be about 6 feet. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said he would like the joints of the limestone bands to align with the 

windows. 

 

Mr. Bradford asked for the finish type of the limestone. 

 

Mr. Kazimer said it would have a buff finish. 

 

Mr. Elkins ask how the joints on the outside corners would be cut. 

 

Mr. Kazimer said they would be mitered. 

 

Mr. Elkins asked for the material of the keystones. 

 

Mr. Kazimer said they would be limestone as well. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked for the material of the roof returns. 

 

Mr. Kazimer said it would be aluminum clad.  They aren’t going to try and install shingles 

in that small of a piece.  The shingles of the roof will be mission brown.  The window 

frames and gutters will be rustic brown. 

 

Mr. Gambacorta said the garage doors would be steel door painted to look like wood.  The 

exact color has not yet been selected. 
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Ms. Woleben-Meade said the maiden grass listed in the plan is an invasive species and 

would need to be replaced.  She said they could easily be replaced with switchgrass which 

is already on the plans.  She also said the neighbor had written a letter of concern regarding 

her evergreen tree next to the property line.  Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if they could 

install some protective construction fencing around the neighbor’s tree to protect it during 

construction. 

 

Mr. Gambacorta said he measured the location of the existing evergreen trees and added 

them to the landscape plan.  He said he could add some tree protection fencing during 

construction. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade said there’s an existing parkway tree that isn’t shown on the 

landscape plan.  She wondered if the tree would be removed to make room for the new 

driveway. 

 

Mr. Gambacorta said the tree would not be removed.  The proposed driveway will not 

disturb the existing parkway trees. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade said she understands the applicant owns the property to the east.  She 

would encourage the applicant to screen the three parking spaces at the rear of the property 

from the neighbor to the east, however, since the applicant owns that property as well she 

wouldn’t require it to be screened. 

 

Mr. Miller had a question about the soldier course above the windows.  He wondered if the 

lines were indicating breaks in the pattern or just the hatching used in the CAD program. 

 

Mr. Kazimer said it was just the hatching. 

 

Mr. Elkins asked about the proposed fence detail. 

 

Mr. Gambacorta said the fence will have small spacing in between the pickets to allow 

some sun to come through, however, it would still provide some privacy.  They will apply a 

clear sealant to the wood. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said the site plan shows an optional gate along the north property line.  He 

would like to know whether or not the applicant wished to install the gate. 

 

Mr. Gambacorta said they would like to install the gate to restrict possible cut-through 

traffic. 

 

Ms. Meg Maris said she would like to make a modification to the plans submitted.  She 

does not like the oval windows above the entrance to each unit.  She would rather make 

them square. 

 

Mr. Gambacorta said he wanted to keep the windows as submitted. 
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Mr. Sheridan said the applicants need to decide which style of window they wish to 

propose before they come back to the commission.  The commission can’t make that 

decision for them. 

 

Mr. Miller said they should consider removing the keystone above the windows and 

replacing the soldier course with a cast stone or limestone lintel. 

 

Ms. Maris said the reason they were proposing to do a brick soldier course instead of a 

limestone lintel was because the limestone was cost prohibitive. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said the outstanding items included a revised landscape plan, decision on the 

garage door, and a point to point photometric plan. 

 

Ms. Smith asked about the location of the wall sconces on the west elevation.  She 

wondered if the height of the light fixtures could be lowered so they’re below the 6 foot tall 

fence. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said they needed to be a minimum height per code.  They couldn’t be 

lowered. 

 

Mr. Gambacorta asked if the lamp posts were required along the east property line. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said it would be code compliant to remove the lights, but it was up to the 

applicant as to whether or not the lights are proposed. 

 

Mr. Bradford moved to approve Case 2016-AR-11, 1314-1318 Wilmette Avenue, Sam 

Gambacorta for an Appearance Review Certificate as submitted with the conditions that 1) 

the limestone be buff limestone, 2) corner joints of limestone be mitered, 3) joints in the 

second floor band will align with the window mullions, 4) the shingles will be Mission 

Brown, 5) the windows and gutters will be Rustic Brown, 6) the maiden grass replaced 

with switch grass, 7) tree protection must be provided for the neighboring evergreen tree 

and parkway trees, 8) fence along alley with gate is included in approval 9) material 

samples of garage and front doors finish must be provided to the ARC for approval, 10) 

landscape plan revised to show protection of existing evergreen tree on neighboring 

property, 11) photometric plan showing point to point foot candles must be provided to the 

ARC for approval, and 12) any modifications to the windows must be submitted to the 

ARC for approval.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Phillips.  Voting yes: Chairman 

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

Meade.  The motion carried. 
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2016-AR-12 721 Green Bay Road 

Imperial Motors Appearance Review Certificate and Variations 

 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2016-AR-12, 721 Green Bay Road, Imperial Motors, for an 

Appearance Review Certificate to remodel the façade and replace existing signage, a one 

foot sign height variation, a 50 square foot sign area variation, a sign variation to display 

three additional wall signs, a roof line design variation, and prohibited material variation. 

 

Mr. Jordan Aron introduced himself and said Steve Ruby from Jaguar Corporate and Bob 

Flubacker his architect were in attendance. 

 

Mr. Flubacker said there were changes made to the façade since the previous discussion 

before the commission.  The material at the service entrance was modified from a 

corrugated metal panel to aluminum composite material (ACM).  Jaguar Corporate would 

like a continuous height along the entire roof line.  The proposal before the commission 

showed a slightly articulated roof line.  Sheet A3 shows the main body of the showroom as 

the highest roof, the link slightly shorter by two modules, and then the showroom to the 

north is back up one module.  In addition, the front façade was pushed back two feet from 

the front lot line to accommodate a box hedge with dogwood shrubs as required by Jaguar.  

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade asked for clarification that the box hedge would or would not be 

boxwood shrubs. 

 

Mr. Flubacker said he didn’t think boxwood would survive.  The corporate standard called 

for locally sourced regional plant materials. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade said there are lots of boxwood planted in the area.  They would be 

suitable. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked why the hedge did not extend south to the parking lot. 

 

Mr. Flubacker said it was because of corporate standards. 

 

Mr. Flubacker said that concluded the changes.  He asked if the commissioners had seen 

the article printed in Automotive News about the new Jaguar corporate identity.  It 

reinforces the idea that this is a mandatory design for dealers across the world. 

 

Mr. Phillips asked if the commission was being asked to vote on the proposal as presented 

or if they were seeking feedback on the design. 

 

Mr. Flubacker said they would ideally like a vote on the design as submitted. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade said there wasn’t enough thought put into the landscape design for 

her to be able to support granting an Appearance Review Certificate. 
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Mr. Flubacker said he understood and that they would need to come back with a more 

detailed landscape plan. 

 

Mr. Aron said there would also be street trees planted by the Village upon completion of 

the remodeling. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said to meet the screening standards for the parking lot the hedge should go 

all the way south to the parking lot. 

 

Mr. Aron said the parking lot on the south side is their display area and they wouldn’t want 

to plant a large hedge that blocks views of the vehicles. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said he considered the display area to be inside the building. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said it made sense to discuss the Appearance Review Certificate and variation 

requests separately.  The design standards laid out in the zoning ordinance would not 

permit the proposed design.  The materials don’t meet the standard.  While he appreciates 

the articulation proposed by the architect it doesn’t meet the design standards in the Village 

Center zoning district.  He said he doesn’t mind the building; however, he doesn’t know if 

he can support the request because of the lack of conformance with the standards.  The 

Village worked very hard on the design regulations for the Village Center and doesn’t think 

they should be thrown away for this project. 

 

Mr. Bradford said the design is so-so.  His issue with the proposal is that it is the wrong 

building in the wrong location.  In addition, the transition from the new sleek design to the 

existing building where Starbucks is located is an odd collision of designs. 

 

Mr. Miller said Jaguar’s prototype is suited for a highway which is where most dealerships 

are located.  He agrees with Mr. Bradford that it’s the wrong building for downtown 

Wilmette.  It doesn’t fit contextually into Village Center. 

 

Mr. Flubacker said ironically, this design came out of the United Kingdom where most 

dealerships are in city centers. 

 

 Mr. Phillips said he remains against the design.  The design is too much different from the 

existing building and from the Village Center.  He disagrees with the applicant’s 

description of the proposal as mandatory and absolute.  He feels there’s been little attempt 

to try and work with the Village’s design standards.  He won’t support the design. 

 

Mr. Ruby said the description of the design as mandatory was not meant to offend anyone 

in any way.  They are trying to provide consistency in their global design. 

 

Mr. Sheridan acknowledged Mr. Ruby said the commission’s view of the design is not 

meant to offend the applicants.  Imperial Motors has been good neighbors of the 

community and they don’t wish to cause them hardship by not supporting the design.  They 

are required to apply the Village’s design standards.   
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Mr. Elkins said he isn’t as strongly against the design as some of the other commissioners.  

There are other buildings along Green Bay Road that have similar massing.  The Jewel 

grocery store is boxy as well.  He thought the building had potential to be a good addition 

to the downtown.  Village Center is currently a mish-mosh of semi-accurate architectural 

styles. 

 

He does however have a few problems with the design.  The corrugated metal siding is 

going to be very visible from Green Bay Road even though it is on the south elevation.  He 

can live with the ACM paneling, but disagrees with the use of corrugated metal siding.  

Additionally, there are two very dissimilar architectural styles abutting one another on the 

same building.  It’s an issue that doesn’t seem to have a solution. 

 

Mrs. Woleben-Meade doesn’t mind the modern architectural style proposed.  Her issue is 

that there appears to have been no effort made to conform to the Village’s design standards.  

There’s potential for a positive review if the building where clad in a conforming material 

and if a landscape architect were consulted on a landscape plan for the property.  She 

agrees with Mr. Elkins that the transition from the modern design to the existing Starbucks 

needs work.  She can’t support the plans as submitted, but thinks there’s opportunity if 

some revision are made. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said it’s not even the issue of two separate architectural styles next to each 

other, it’s the lack of detail of how the transition will work.  There are many ways to design 

the transition and the commission needs to know what the applicant is proposing.  There’s 

a transition of the wall and the transition of the roof line.  Both need more thought. 

 

Mr. Flubacker said he was informed by Jaguar that they would need to paint the parts of the 

building that wouldn’t be covered by the new siding. 

 

Mr. Ruby said he is hearing a lot of concerns of what he would consider secondary to the 

building.  At the heart of the design is the showroom.  If the commission can’t support the 

showroom the secondary issues are irrelevant. 

 

Mr. Aron said the design is what is seen up and down the highway for other car companies.  

He said they may be forced to vacate the property and the Village would have another 

vacant building on Green Bay Road.  He knows the Village doesn’t want this.  The 

decision of not being flexible in the design is not up to Imperial Motors it’s a decision 

made by Jaguar. 

 

Mr. Bradford began reviewing the requested zoning variations.  He said the applicant has 

implied they may need to move if their request is denied by the Village.  While the 

applicant is faced with a difficulty as a result of the zoning ordinance and Jaguar’s 

demands, he feels the Village Board needs to make the decision whether or not the 

ordinance prevents the owner from making a reasonable use of the property.   
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Mr. Elkins said he wanted to add that while the code prohibits the corrugated metal siding 

it did not specifically prohibit the ACM. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said the code lists aluminum siding as a prohibited material.  It does not list 

specific materials like ACM. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said aluminum siding is a very broad use. 

 

Mr. Flubacker said the comprehensive plan does indicate the Jaguar dealership in its 

current location.  In that respect the request is consistent with the comprehensive plan. 

 

Mr. Bradford said the request is consistent with the comprehensive plan only in terms of 

the use, and not the design. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said the Village Center Master Plan is a part of the comprehensive plan.  The 

design regulations for which a variation is sought had been created as a result of the Village 

Center Master Plan. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked commissioners for comments on the sign variation requests.  He read 

through the sign variation requests.  He wanted to know if there was a way to lower the 

height of the ground sign so that the one foot sign height variation could be removed.  If the 

applicant could reduce the height by one foot he would be fine approving the sign area 

variation.   

 

Mr. Flubacker said there’s a ground sign in Jaguar’s branding package that is 3,490 

millimeters in height.  He didn’t know the exact conversion to feet, but said they would 

agree to a sign that is no taller than 15 feet in height. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said he thought the wall sign variation requests were appropriate. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said the vote for the appearance review certificate will be a partial vote since 

there’s not enough information on landscaping and lighting.  They will need a landscape 

plan prepared by a landscape architect and photometric data on their lighting.  They would 

also need a sample of the corrugated metal. 

 

Mr. Flubacker said they can’t get a sample of the corrugated metal.  A manufacturer has 

not yet been selected.  He understands this is partial submittal. 

 

Mr. Elkins stated his vote could be changed if the plans were resubmitted with 

improvements made to the intersection of the remodeling and existing Starbucks façade.  

 

Mr. Bradford moved to grant an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2016-AR-12, 721 

Green Bay Road, in accordance with the plans submitted.  The motion was seconded by 

Mr. Elkins.  Voting yes: Chairman Sheridan.  Voting no: Commissioners Bradford, 

Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, and Woleben-Meade.  The motion failed. 
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Findings of Sign Variation 

The commission found the proposed signs are consistent in design and scale to other signs 

in the neighborhood and that if the variations are granted they will not alter the character of 

the area. 

 

Decision 

Mr. Bradford moved to recommend a sign area variation and variation to display three 

additional wall signs for Case 2016-AR-12, 721 Green Bay Road, with the stipulation that 

pylon sign be no taller than 15 feet.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Elkins.  Voting yes: 

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

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

 

Findings of Design Variation 

The commission found the zoning ordinance would create a hardship on the applicant, 

however, the plight is created by Jaguar corporate.  The variation request is not consistent 

with the policies of the Comprehensive Plan.  In light of the fact that the zoning regulations 

were recently changed to prohibit one of the proposed materials the commission feels the 

standard of review for building materials has not been met. 

 

Decision 

Mr. Bradford moved to recommend a roof line design variation, and prohibited material 

variation for Case 2016-AR-12, 721 Green Bay Road.  The motion was seconded by Mr. 

Elkins.  Voting yes: Chairman Sheridan and Commissioner Elkins.  Voting no: 

Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Miller, Phillips, and Woleben-Meade.  The motion 

failed. 

 

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

recommendation from the Appearance Review Commission for Case 2016-AR-12.  The 

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

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

no: none.  The motion carried.  

 

VI. ADJOURNMENT 

 

At 9:21 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, 

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

 


