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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 5, 2016  

7:30 P.M. 

SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM 

 

 

Members Present: Tim Sheridan, Chairman 

William Bradford 

Dan Collyer 

Daniel Elkins  

Mason Miller 

Craig Phillips 

Carrie Woleben-Meade    

 

Members Absent:  None 

 

Guests: Melissa Toops, 600 W Jackson Blvd, Chicago, IL 

 Mike Fitzgerald, 600 W Jackson Blvd, Chicago, IL 

 George Argionis, 231 Vista Drive 

 Karen Donnan, 809 Westerfield Drive 

 Wei Lam, 1210 Central Ave 

 Laura Moss, 1515 Sheridan Rd 

 Robert Klein, 1515 Sheridan Rd 

 Linda Pedian, 1500 Sheridan Rd 

 Timothy Schoolmaster, 1500 Sheridan Rd 

 Chuck Southwick, 1500 Sheridan Rd, 1E 

 Steve Denemark, 1500 Sheridan Rd 

 Gail Shorr, 1500 Sheridan Rd 

 

Staff Present:  Lucas Sivertsen, Business Development Coordinator 
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I. CALL TO ORDER 

 

Chairman Sheridan called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m.  He swore in the audience 

members who wished to speak during the special zoning hearing. 

 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES; APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION MEETING 

OF NOVEMBER 7, 2016. 

 

Mr. Elkins moved to approve the November 7, 2016 meeting minutes as amended.  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. 

 

III. CONTINUANCES 

 

Mr. Bradford asked Mr. Sivertsen to communicate to the Women’s Club that the 

Commission would not likely continue their case past January.  The Commission has been 

continuing the case for a long time.  Mr. Phillips moved to continue Case 2015-AR-45, 930 

Greenleaf Avenue, Women’s Club, to the January 9 meeting.  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. 

 

IV. CONSENT AGENDA 

 

Mr. Bradford moved to approve an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2016-AR-45, 

825 Green Bay Road, Hoffmann Commercial Real Estate.  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. 

 

V. CASES 

 

2016-AR-42 2601 Old Glenview Road 

Westmoreland Country Club Appearance Review Certificate 
 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2016-AR-42, 2601 Old Glenview Road, Westmoreland Country 

Club, requesting an Appearance Review Certificate request to construct a paddle hut, 

modify two existing paddle courts and construct an additional two courts. 

 

Mr. Mike Fitzgerald went over some of the items requested at the previous meeting.  He 

said there was a question about the placement of the cupola on the paddle hut building.  

They studied several options including moving the cupola as well as adding another cupola.  

Ultimately they decided the leave the cupola at the front of the building.  He showed the 

material samples for the paddle hut.  The windows will be a residential aluminum clad 

Marvin window in white.  The siding will be white in a smooth texture.  The brick for the 

chimney will be standard size red brick.  The roofing will be an asphalt architectural 

shingle in a cedar shake look.  The roof of the cupola will be copper.  The foundation wall 
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will have a stucco plaster finish in a gray-green color.  The paddle court skirt will be 

wooden in the same gray-green color as the foundation wall.  The terrace will be finished 

with a concreate paver in a bluestone color with a slate textured finish.  He stated the two 

northernmost paddle court lights will be angled not to be the optimal lighting for the court, 

but to further reduce any spillage of light to the north. 

 

Mr. Bradford said the applicant sufficiently responded to all of the comments from the 

previous meeting. 

 

Mr. Elkins said the plans looked fantastic. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked what type of weather vane they would install. 

 

Mr. Fitzgerald said it would be bronze, but the exact design was not yet known. 

 

Mr. George Argionis, stated he lived across the street from the paddle courts and wanted to 

know where the new courts would be located. 

 

Mr. Fitzgerald showed Mr. Argionis where the courts would be located on the site plan.  

They would be farther south than the existing courts. 

 

Mr. Argionis asked if there was a specific time when the paddle courts would be in use. 

 

Mr. Fitzgerald said the questions came up at the Zoning Board hearing.  He thought the 

club said league play during the week goes until about 10 pm.  The intent is that since the 

number of courts are expanding that they would be able to shut down the courts closest to 

Old Glenview Road and use the ones further back as the night went on. 

 

Mr. Bradford moved to grant an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2016-AR-42, 

2601 Old Glenview Road, for a request to relocate paddle courts, construct new paddle 

courts, and construct a new paddle hut, with the conditions that the windows be in white, 

the clapboard siding be Hardie Board in white, all the wood trim on the building be white, 

the roof shingles be weathered wood asphalt shingles, the cupola roof be copper, the skim 

coat on the foundation wall be gray/green, the pavers on the south terrace be concrete 

pavers in a bluestone color and slate finish, the railings will be black, and the light fixture 

finish be bronze.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Woleben-Meade.  Voting yes:  

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

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

 

 

2016-AR-44 1210 Central Avenue 

International Bank of Chicago Appearance Review Certificate 
 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2016-AR-44, 1210 Central Avenue, International Bank of 

Chicago, for an Appearance Review Certificate to screen a new roof top mechanical unit.  

The Community Development Department permitted the installation of a new roof top 
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mechanical unit in late summer upon the condition that the applicant provide screening as 

approved by the Appearance Review Commission.  The applicant is now seeking approval 

for a new screen. 

 

Mr. Wei Lam said he worked for International Bank of Chicago.  The screening unit they 

were proposing to install would have a dark brown finish to match the parapet wall of the 

building. 

 

Mr. Elkins asked for clarification on the type of screening unit.  Some of the specification 

sheets showed corrugated metal, but one of the detail drawings showed a louvered style 

screen. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said the applicant was proposing the corrugated style screen. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade moved to approve Case 2016-AR-44, 1210 Central Avenue, 

International Bank of Chicago for an Appearance Review Certificate to install a screen for 

a new roof top unit.  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. 

 

 

2017-AR-01 1415-1425 Sheridan Road 

Westerfield Square Preliminary Review 
 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2017-AR-01, 1415-1425 Sheridan Road, Westerfield Square, for 

a preliminary review of a request to install landscaping and replacement fencing. 

 

Ms. Donnan said the association is in year five of a project to update the property.  Next 

spring they would like to focus on how they present their property to the community along 

Sheridan Road.  The stretch of fencing along Sheridan Road is original and it looks shabby 

when compared to other parts.  They are working with the same landscape architect who 

designed the previously installed landscaping so the plant materials will be a continuation 

with what has already been completed. 

 

Ms. Donnan asked the commission if they needed any more information or had any 

questions.  They plan to come back in January for a formal review and would like to start 

the work in March. 

 

Mr. Bradford said the only thing he would like to have when the applicant comes back is an 

overall site plan or key plan showing where this project is in relation to the overall 

development. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said they have the elevation drawing of the fence, but it would be helpful to 

know if all of the fencing will have 8 foot spacing between the posts.  It would be helpful 

to see where the posts are going.  As an architect it would be helpful to have an elevation 

drawing, but that wasn’t necessary.  It would helpful to at least have a drawing showing 
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where the posts will be placed.  He wants to make sure there is some rhythm to the fence.  

He assumed they won’t be reusing the existing posts from the stockade fence. 

 

Ms. Donnan said they will not be reusing the posts from the existing fence.  The plan is to 

take down the fencing in sections and replace it with the new fence so that no one yard is 

exposed for a long period of time. 

 

Ms. Donnan asked if that was something their landscape architect would prepare. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said whoever did the landscape plan could add the fence post locations to the 

plan. 

 

Mr. Elkins asked if the gates would look different than the fence.  A detail of the gate 

would be helpful.  He assumed they wouldn’t be using lattice at the top of the gate. 

 

Ms. Donnan asked if there was anything else they would need. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade said the development was looking really wonderful.  They have done 

a great job with the landscaping.  If they are continuing with the same plant materials then 

she doesn’t have any issues with the proposal. 

 

 

2016-SZC-02 1515 Sheridan Road 

Plaza del Lago Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment 

 

Mr. Sheridan opened the Special Zoning Committee meeting for Case 2016-SZC-02, 1515 

Sheridan Road, Plaza del Lago and swore in Ms. Shorr who arrived at the meeting after 

than initial swearing in at the beginning of the meeting. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said since the previous meeting the applicant had provided additional sign 

renderings as requested by the commission. 

 

Ms. Moss reiterated her point from the previous meeting that the original drawing 

submitted was not the design they wished to install.  It was only something to represent the 

size of sign they were considering. 

 

Ms. Moss said at the previous meeting there was some confusion as to what size and type 

of signs were being requested.  After the November meeting she said she met with Linda 

Pedian who lives at 1500 Sheridan.  They spent a lot of time walking the property and 

discussing sign ideas.  Ms. Moss was also able to obtain clarification on what type of 

signage was proposed for the storefront recently occupied by Runner’s Edge. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said for simplicity he would like to take each case separately.  He thought it 

made sense to discuss the request for Runner’s Edge first. 
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Mr. Robert Klein said he recently moved his business to Plaza del Lago, but have been in 

Wilmette for 24 years.  He thought the currently permitted sized sign was a bit small when 

compared to what Starbucks and Fannie May have displayed.  The sign plans submitted 

show the logo for the Runner’s Edge placed on a backing.  The letters would be 

individually mounted to the backer.  It would be very difficult for the sign fabricator to do 

an individually mounted letter sign without a backer panel.  This allows the sign to be 

easily installed while not creating a non-conforming box sign.  The sign proposed is 26.1 

square feet in area.  Based on Mr. Sivertsen’s calculations a sign covering 30% of the 

signable area would be 22.3 square feet. 

 

Ms. Moss said in relation to the sign for Starbucks and Fannie May which are on either side 

of Runner’s Edge, their signs are much larger at 32 square feet and 48 square feet.  Her 

understanding of the sign is that 30% coverage is the general standard for the Village but 

that Plaza del Lago used specific sizes rather than a percent coverage to determine 

maximum sign. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said that is correct. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said depending on how the size of the sign is calculated, the proposed sign 

for Runner’s Edge could be 20.85 square feet.  The sign is set at an angle and therefore 

some dead space is used in measuring the height and width.  If the sign were set parallel 

with the ground it would be calculated at 20.85 square feet rather than 26.1 square feet. 

 

Mr. Bradford said at the previous meeting the general consensus was that a sign with 30% 

coverage would be reasonable.  He said the medallions above the storefront windows 

limited the signable area of the storefront. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said the proposal seems reasonable given the size of the signs for Starbucks 

and Fannie May. 

 

Mr. Elkins said the ordinance needed to be amended to either redefine the signable area in 

this case or revise the allowed coverage, otherwise the proposed sign still wouldn’t be 

permitted. 

 

Mr. Sheridan thought the location of the medallions on the storefront didn’t make sense and 

shouldn’t limit the size of the signable area.  Other parts of the shopping center had 

medallions and other architectural features that related better to the architecture that 

probably should limit the signable area. 

 

Mr. Elkins prepared draft language that read, “Activities in Space 36 may display one wall 

sign on the east elevation.  Such sign shall not exceed thirty percent of the signable area, 

which shall be measured for Building F, Space 36 without limitation by the existing 

medallions.” 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked if there were any members of the audience who wished to speak. 
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Ms. Pedian asked if the ordinance needed to be amended in order to allow the proposed 

signage.  She would prefer to approve it as an exception to the ordinance rather than amend 

the ordinance. 

 

Mr. Bradford said yes the Commission could consider a sign variation request which would 

give the applicant the ability to display only the proposed sign.  One of the purposes for 

having a local sign ordinance is to provide uniform signage standards to give the landlord 

the flexibility to get sign approval without going to the Appearance Review Commission 

for each new sign.  The Appearance Review Commission has encouraged Plaza del Lago to 

seek a text amendment of the local sign ordinance to give them flexibility and also to save 

tenants the time to appear before the Commission.  

 

Mr. Elkins added the request to amend the ordinance would move the code more in line 

with the rest of the Village by calculating the maximum size as a percentage of the signable 

area.  In most areas it makes more sense to use the percent coverage rather than a specific 

height and width.  It allows more flexibility to businesses who might have a specific logo 

or brand image. 

 

Ms. Pedian said her other question was related to the specific size of what would be 

allowed.  The case report states that a sign with 30% coverage of the signable area would 

be 22.3 square feet, but the size being recommended for approval is 26.1 square feet. 

 

Mr. Bradford said the 22.3 square feet referred to a signable area that was restricted by the 

medallions.  The commission is recommending the signable area be expanded and not be 

limited by the medallions. 

 

Mr. Klein asked what the signable area would be if the medallions were not used to 

determine signable area. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said be eyeballing the drawing they would gain at least eight feet in width by 

not including the medallions.  That would give them a signable area of around 100 square 

feet with 30% coverage being 30 square feet.  The proposed sign would be within the 30 

square feet maximum. 

 

Ms. Gail Shorr asked to see the sign proposal for The Runner’s Edge. 

 

Mr. Sheridan showed her the proposal and described what was being recommended. 

 

Mr. Chuck Southwick asked about the illumination of the sign and if the sign would be 

turned off when the business closes. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said they would be required to follow the code as it relates to illumination. 

 

Mr. Southwick said his understanding is that when the business closes the sign illumination 

is supposed to be turned off.  He thought the signs for Starbucks and Fannie May turn off 

between 9-10 pm. 
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Mr. Sivertsen said the code required illuminated signs to be turned off between midnight 

and 6 am. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked Mr. Klein when he would intend to shut off his sign. 

 

Mr. Klein said he was going to follow what his landlord requires. 

 

Ms. Moss said the signs go off between 10 and 11 pm. 

 

Mr. Southwick said that would be acceptable. 

 

Ms. Shorr said she would like the ordinance changed to reduce the hours of illumination. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said he thinks they are going to let the Village ordinance stand. 

 

Ms. Shorr said the ordinance prohibits illumination for signs facing 10th Street and 

Westerfield, but not Sheridan Road.  There are residents across Sheridan Road, just as there 

are residents across from Westerfield and 10th Street.  She feels the residences across from 

Sheridan Road are treated differently than the other residence across from Plaza del Lago 

and feels signs illuminated until midnight does not serve the residences or the businesses 

well. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said that’s not part of the discussion for tonight, but her thoughts will be on 

the record and maybe, if asked to do so by the Village Board, they can look at that in the 

future. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said there was a question previously about the signable area for Runner’s 

Edge if the medallions were not used in defining the signable area.  Based off the plans, he 

measured the dimensions.  The signable area would be 29 feet across by 3.54 feet tall.  The 

coverage of a 26.1 square foot sign would be 25.4 percent. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked how they would be able to vote on the request.  There seems to be two 

separate requests. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said they could vote on the requests individually or combined. 

 

Mr. Elkins said the request before them was written as one request so maybe they should 

vote on the both of them together. 

 

Mr. Klein said he could stay for the rest of the discussion.  He said to address Ms. Shorr’s 

comments he does not intent to leave his sign illuminated all night long.  He said there are 

customers who do drive by during the night looking for his business.  There are longtime 

customers who thought they had moved because the light was off at night. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said they are going to vote on both requests at the end of the discussion.  At 

this time they are going to end the discussion on Runner’s Edge. 
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Mr. Bradford said there were three options presented to the Commission for space #1 

where No Man’s Land is located.  He wanted to know which option the applicant wished to 

have approved. 

 

Ms. Moss said at the previous meeting there was a lot of objection to the original sign 

proposed.  There was also some question as to what a sign covering 30% of the signable 

area looked like.  The three proposals represent a sign which covers 30% of the signable 

area 25% of the signable area and a projecting sign.  As she mentioned at the beginning of 

the meeting she met with Linda Pedian.  She had a lot of good ideas, some of which were 

good, but that she thought would not be supported by the Village and some which were 

cost prohibitive.  Linda had an idea of doing a projecting sign which she really liked.  She 

realizes an internally illuminated projecting sign of this size is not currently allowed, but 

she feels it solves a lot of problems.  The sign would be seen by motorists driving from 

both directions on Sheridan Road.  It is also visible from a greater distance since you don’t 

need to be directly upon the sign before you see it.  From the residence angle it would have 

less illumination because it will be perpendicular to the building.  You don’t have the 

problem of turning your head at 35 or 40 miles an hour as you drive down the road.  Her 

preferred choice is the projecting blade sign.  Ms. Moss showed the Commission some 

historic photos of Plaza del Lago with similar projecting style signs. 

 

Mr. Bradford said he appreciated the thought put into Ms. Moss’s proposal.  He feels that 

local sign ordinances give the opportunity to do something that maybe doesn’t meet the 

general standard, but that makes sense for a particular shopping center or district that have 

unique conditions.  The first question for the Commission to consider is if a projecting sign 

is the right solution and then what size is appropriate. 

 

Mr. Elkins thinks a blade sign is the right solution, but isn’t sure about the type of 

illumination.  The general village regulations don’t allow internally illuminated projecting 

signs.  He thinks externally illumination would be a softer appearance for the neighbors.  

He said while the surface area is not that much, the overall area is 32 square feet. 

 

Ms. Moss said the main difference between a projecting sign at Napolita in downtown 

Wilmette and Sheridan Road is the speed of traffic. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade asked how this compared to the projecting sign approved for the 

Wilmette Bowling alley. 

 

Mr. Sheridan said the bowling alley sign is big and internally illuminated, but the 

difference of that sign is that the bowling alley itself doesn’t have frontage on Ridge Road. 

 

Mr. Bradford said he’s not opposed to a sign being larger than the 6 square foot blade sign 

permitted in other parts of the Village. 

 

Ms. Moss asked how the sign area was calculated for a projecting sign. 
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Mr. Sivertsen said it would be calculated by measuring the surface area of the sign.  It 

would not be calculated by the size of the smallest rectangle surrounding the elements of 

the sign.  The sign proposed would be calculated as 10.2 square feet. 

 

Ms. Moss was wondering how the code could be written so that the illumination is 

acceptable. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said there is a type of internal illumination that would be less obtrusive than 

an internally illuminated box with a Plexiglas panel.  The sign cabinet would be similar to 

the proposed sign, but instead of a single Plexiglas panel being installed the individual 

letters and graphics would be cut out of a metal panel.  The illumination would then shine 

thru the lettering only and not the entire cabinet. 

 

Mr. Elkins said he was involved in a project recently where they did something similar.  It 

looks more elegant and holds up better over time. 

 

Ms. Moss said she would be in favor of a projecting sign as described by Mr. Sivertsen in 

place of having a wall sign that covers 30% of the signable area.  She would still want her 

tenants the ability to have an awning sign as an alternative to the projecting sign. 

 

Mr. Sheridan asked if they wanted to limit the thickness of the sign since it would be using 

LED technology. 

 

Mr. Moss said without having a sign contractor present she wasn’t sure what the thickness 

would need to be. 

 

Ms. Shorr said the purpose of the sign is to catch the attention of a driver as they pass by.  

She is very interested in the safety of people crossing Sheridan Road.  Her research has 

showed many accidents along Sheridan Road due to distractions.  She thinks signage along 

Sheridan Road is a distraction. 

 

Mr. Woleben-Meade said she thinks clearer wayfinding such as the projecting sign 

proposed creates less of a distraction. 

 

Mr. Steve Denemark commended the Commission for working with everyone to come to a 

consensus.  He likes the idea of a projecting sign in place of the wall sign.  He likes the 

idea of having awnings and would like to see the awnings stay.  He wondered if the 

awnings could remain and still have the projecting sign. 

 

Ms. Moss said the awning would block the projecting sign. 

 

Ms. Pedian said this discussion went in a much different direction than she originally 

expected.  She thanked the Commission and Laura Moss for working with everyone.  She 

understood the awnings would be impediments to viewing the projecting sign.  She agreed 

with Ms. Shorr that the crosswalk is unsafe, but feels that it is not tied to the sign proposal. 
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Ms. Donnan said the shopping center is an architectural jewel and anything they can do to 

have the sign reflect the character of Plaza del Lago would be appreciated. 

 

Mr. Sheridan went through the points of discussion.  The group had discussed having a 

projecting sign between 10-12 square feet.  It would project approximately 4 feet off the 

building.  Must be 8 feet above grade.  The awnings should be removed since they will 

conflict with the projecting sign.  If they wanted to keep one of the awnings not on 

Sheridan Road he would be okay with that. 

 

Mr. Elkins asked if there was consensus on the size of the sign. 

 

The general consensus among the Commission was that 12 square feet was acceptable. 

 

Findings of Fact 

 

The Commission found the requested amendments were consistent with the general 

regulations of the zoning ordinance and other areas of the Village.  The amendment will 

provide a benefit by directing illumination onto Sheridan Road, and not directly toward the 

residences across Sheridan Road. 

 

Decision 

 

Mr. Elkins moved to recommend amending the sign ordinance in Case 2016-SZC-02 with 

the following modification for Appendix A, Section 5.A.2. to read, “an activity in space 1 

with frontage parallel to Sheridan Road may display a projecting blade sign meeting the 

following criteria: 12 square feet maximum area, 4 foot max projection from wall, 8 foot 

minimum above grade to bottom of sign, preclude the use of awnings along the Sheridan 

Road elevation, the sign shall be externally illuminated or internally illuminated by an LED 

source with push-thru letters.” and Appendix A, Section 5.E.2 to read, “an activity in space 

36 may display one wall sign on the east storefront.  Such sign shall not exceed 30% 

coverage of the signable area which shall be measured for Building F, Space 36 without 

limitation by the existing medallions.”  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. 

 

Mr. Bradford moved to authorize Chairman Sheridan to prepare the recommendation to the 

Village Board.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Woleben-Meade.  Voting yes:  Chairman 

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

Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

VI. PUBLIC COMMENT 

 

There were no additional public comments. 
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VII. ADJOURNMENT 

 

At 10:02 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, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 


