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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, OCTOBER 6, 2014  

7:30 P.M. 

SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM 

 

 
Members Present: William Bradford  

Dan Collyer 
Daniel Elkins 
Mason Miller  
Tim Sheridan, Chairman 
Carrie Woleben-Meade 

 
Members Absent:  Craig Phillips  
  
Guests: Donley Klug, 111 Green Bay Road 
 Bob Joyce, 356 Tioga Trail, Wood Dale, IL 
 Jeff Leven, 6611 Laburnum, Northbrook, IL 
 Tim Brooker, 189 Poplar, Northbrook, IL 
 Jim Erickson, 9701 West Higgins Road, Rosemont, IL 
 
Staff Present:  Lucas Sivertsen, Planner III 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER 

 
Chairman Sheridan called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

 
II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES; APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION MEETING 

OF SEPTEMBER 8, 2014. 

 

Mr. Elkins moved the Commission approve the September 8, 2014 meeting minutes as 
amended.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Bradford.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan 
and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  
The motion carried. 
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III. CONSENT AGENDA 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade moved to approve an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2014-
AR-30, 1100 Central, Wilmette Wine Cellar, Wall Sign, and Case 2014-AR-31, 801 Ridge, 
Velosmith, Awning.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Bradford.  Voting yes:  Chairman 
Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Woleben-Meade.  Voting 
no: none.  The motion carried. 

 
 
IV. CASES 

 

2014-AR-27 50-126 Skokie Boulevard 

Wilmette Commons Appearance Review Certificate 

 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2014-AR-27, Wilmette Commons, for an Appearance Review 
Certificate to replace the existing roof with a modified color and material of shingles. 
 
Mr. Brooker said the color and type of shingles has remained the same from the previous 
meeting, but the color of sheet metal has been revised based on the Commission’s 
comments.  The new proposed color is sandstone which will blend in with the existing 
brick and stucco. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade moved to grant an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2014-AR-
27, Wilmette Commons to replace the existing roof with a slate colors shingles and 
sandstone colored sheet metal.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Elkins.  Voting yes:  
Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Woleben-Meade.  
Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

 

2014-AR-24 1616 Sheridan Road 

1616 Sheridan Condo Assoc. Appearance Review Certificate 

 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2014-AR-24, 1616 Sheridan Road, 1616 Sheridan Condominium 
Association, for an Appearance Review Certificate to remodel the existing balconies.  The 
applicant received partial approval of an Appearance Review Certificate at the previous 
meeting to remove the existing balcony enclosures and railings and repair the balconies.  
The applicant was now before the Commission requesting approval for the new railings and 
enclosures. 
 
Mr. Erickson said the plans submitted for this meeting provided elevation drawings 
showing where the enclosures and railings would be installed. 
 
Mr. Bradford said he had some questions on the enclosures.  On Sheet A13 the dimensions 
of the frames were missing.  The concern voiced at the previous meeting was how the 
profile of the railings related to the profile of the enclosures.  Without having dimensions 
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on the drawings it was difficult to compare the railings to the enclosures.  On Sheet A7 
there are a number of situations where the enclosures and the railings are next to each 
other.  He would like to see a large detail of those areas blown up so the Commission can 
see the two next to each other.  On Sheet A10, drawing 1, the drawing is incorrect.  The 
drawing shows the profile of the operable and non-operable windows aligning perfectly.  
Based on the details this is not correct.  He wants to see accurate drawing before making a 
decision. 
 
Mr. Miller said it would help to provide a blown up elevation of two floors showing how 
everything comes together. 
 
Mr. Erickson said the next step is to produce shop drawings.  He doesn’t have the 
information the Commission is looking for yet.  He provided a drawing assuming the 
frames would be on a center line.  The drawings were more schematic. 
 
Mr. Bradford asked if Mr. Erickson could produce dimensioned elevations based on the 
details shown on sheets A13 – A16. 
 
Mr. Joyce asked what he needed in order to start working on the repair of the balconies. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said he should submit plans showing the repair work only and not the railings 
or enclosures.  The building department could then issue a permit for the repair work. 
 
Mr. Bradford moved to continue Case 2014-AR-24 to the November meeting, requesting 
the applicant come back with a larger detailed elevation of the balcony railing and 
enclosure side by side, and dimensions of the profiles of the enclosure head sill and jam.  
The motion was seconded by Mr. Elkins.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan and 
Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The 

motion carried. 

 
 
2014-AR-21 111 Green Bay Road 

Firefly Kitchen Appearance Review Certificate 

 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2014-AR-21, 111 Green Bay Road, Firefly Kitchen, requesting 
an amendment of their Appearance Review Certificate for brick repair and new rooftop 
mechanical equipment. 
 
Mr. Leven said some of the brick on the facade would be removed and the wall would be 
repaired to stop water infiltration.  The new brick would match the face brick on the middle 
of the existing façade.  The parapet would be rebuilt to match the existing dimensions.  The 
new brick would not be painted.  It would match the color of the previously approved 
pantone paint color that was originally going to cover the entire brick facade. 
 



   Draft 11/3/2014 
  

 4 

Mr. Sheridan said they would need a sample of the brick.  There’s not pantone color match 
for brick.  The Commission would need to see the brick sample to make sure it worked 
with the paint color. 
 
Mr. Leven said he could get a brick sample. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked if they were using the same brick course as the existing face brick. 
 
Mr. Leven said they would be using a running bond over the entire brick façade with steel 
lintels over the windows. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen asked if the brick sample came back and it wasn’t approved by the 
Commission would they be willing to paint the new face brick using the previously 
approved pantone color. 
 
Ms. Klug said they would be willing to paint the brick to match the pantone color, but they 
would like to not have to paint the new brick. 
 
Mr. Miller asked what color of grout they would use if the new brick were not painted and 
a colored brick were used. 
 
Mr. Leven said the existing face brick that would remain would be power washed and 
repainted to match the pantone color. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked if the new grout would match the old grout. 
 
Mr. Leven said the new grout would match the new paint.  They would need to see what 
condition the existing brick and grout are in once they chemically remove the existing 
layers of paint. 
 
Mr. Elkins cautioned them front painting the brick.  The paint will hold in moisture which 
will lead to deterioration of the brick. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said they could consider staining the brick which would be more breathable 
than paint. 
 
Mr. Leven said they were adding some rooftop mechanical units.  They preferred not to 
install screening for these units.  The roof plan shows where the screening would be placed 
if required by the Commission. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked what the screening would look like. 
 
Mr. Leven said they hadn’t yet selected a type of screening.  They wanted to make sure 
screening would be required.  It would be hard to view the units from Green Bay Road. 
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Mr. Sheridan said they would need to screen the rooftop units from Green Bay Road as 
well as the residential properties to the rear. 
 
Ms. Klug said they may have to limit the scope of work due to budget constraints.  Some of 
the rooftop mechanical units might be removed from the scope. 
 
Mr. Bradford moved to continue Case 2014-AR-21, 111 Green Bay Road, to the November 
meeting.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Woleben-Meade.  Voting yes:  Chairman 
Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Woleben-Meade.  Voting 
no: none.  The motion carried. 

 
V. ADJOURNMENT 

 
At 8:51 p.m., Mr. Elkins moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was seconded by Mr. 
Bradford.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, 
Miller, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 



 

 

V I L L A G E   O F   W I L M E T T E 
1200 WILMETTE AVENUE  

WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 
 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT (847) 853-7550 
DEPARTMENT FAX (847) 853-7701

 
October 31, 2014 

 

To:  Chairman Sheridan and the Appearance Review Commission 
 
From:   Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
  Business Development Planner 
 
Re:  Consent Agenda for November 3, 2014 
 
Attached are two conforming sign proposals.  The Commission should determine whether these 
proposals meet the Standards of Review for an Appearance Review Certificate.  If you would like to 
remove an item from the Consent Agenda, please bring it to my attention on Monday, November 3, 
2014 and I will notify the petitioner to be present at the meeting to discuss the proposal. 
 
2014-AR-11 Treasure Island 911 Ridge Road 

 
The petitioner wishes to revise their previously approved multi-tenant sign. 
 

Sign Ordinance Proposed Sign  

Multi-tenant uses are allowed to display one 
directory sign. 

One directory sign is proposed for the shopping 
center. 

Free standing directory signs are allowed up to 
16 square feet in area. 

The proposed sign is 16 square feet in area. 

Directory signs may display the name of the 
shopping center and each business name.   

Proposed information on the sign includes the 
name of each tenant in the shopping center.  

 
The revised sign proposal added two sign panels for future tenants.  The overall dimensions of the panel 
directory have not changed.  Instead, the individual panels were reduced in height to accommodate the 
additional panels. 
 
Applicable Sections of the Wilmette Zoning Ordinance: 
16-10.D states the regulations for multi-tenant signs 
 
 
 
 



 
2014-AR-34 Persimmon 1167 Wilmette Avenue 

 
The petitioner wishes to install a new awning sign for the new business. 
 

Sign Ordinance Proposed Sign  

A business use may display one primary sign 
per street frontage. 

An awning sign is proposed for the Wilmette 
Avenue frontage. 

An awning sign is allowed up to 20% 
coverage. 

The proposed awning sign has 7.74% coverage. 

Maximum information displayed for awning 
sign – seven items of information.  

Proposed information on the awning sign includes 
the business name, and logo. 

 
The proposed awning sign consists of white vinyl lettering on a new black awning.  The business logo 
will be in color.  The existing awning frames will be recovered. 
 
Applicable Sections of the Wilmette Zoning Ordinance: 
16-10.B states the regulations for awning signs 







 
1200 WILMETTE AVENUE  

WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 
 
 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT (847) 853-7550 
DEPARTMENT FAX (847) 853-7701 

TDD (847) 853-7634 
EMAIL comdev@wilmette.com 

 

 
Date: October 31, 2014 
 
To: Chairman Sheridan and the Appearance Review Commission 
 
From: Lucas Sivertsen, Business Development Planner 
 
Subject: Case 2014-AR-21, 111 Green Bay, Firefly 
 
 
The petitioner for 2014-AR-21, 111 Green Bay Road, has requested to be continued to 
the December Appearance Review Commission meeting. 



Report to the Appearance Review Commission 
from the  

Department of Community Development 
 

Case Number: 2014-AR-24 

 
Property: 1616 Sheridan Road 
 

Zoning District: R-4, Multi-family Residence Zoning District 
 

Petitioner: 1616 Sheridan Condominium Association 
 

Request: The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to 
modify existing balconies. 

 

Applicable Provisions of 20-3.5, Appearance Review Commission Powers 
Ordinances: 20-5.7, Appearance Review Certificate 
 

Meeting Date:    September 8, 2014 
     October 6, 2014 
     November 3, 2014 
 
Date of Application: August 4, 2014 
 
Notices:    Certificate of Posting dated, August 19, 2014 
 
Report Prepared By: Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
 Business Development Planner 
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Description of the Property 

The subject property is located on the east side of Sheridan Road in the R-4, Multi-family Residence District.  
Surrounding uses include multi-family buildings to the north and south, and a shopping center to the west 
across Sheridan Road. 
 
Description of Request 

The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to modify existing balconies. 
 
The existing balconies at 1616 Sheridan are in need of repair.  Some of the balconies have enclosures 
and others have only a metal railing.  The proposal calls for removal of all of the balconies and enclosures 
and repairs to the concrete.  New railings and enclosures would be installed with metal frames with clear 
glass.  As in the existing configuration, some units will have enclosures and some will have railings.  
The new enclosures will have sliding glass windows.  A sample of the railing will be provided at the 
meeting. 
 
The Appearance Review Commission granted a partial Appearance Review Certificate on September 8 
for the applicant to remove the existing enclosures and railings, and repair the existing balconies.  The 
applicant is now requesting approval to install the new enclosures and railings. 
 
Action Required 

The Appearance Review Commission can grant an Appearance Review Certificate provided the applicant 
meets the following standards of review: 
 
Appearance Review Certificate Standards of Review 

 
1. All sides of a structure receive design consideration. 
 
2. If the side or rear of the structure faces a street, a residential use, or a property located in a 

residential zoning district, the exterior materials used on the side or rear are comparable in 
character and quality to the exterior materials used on the facade of the structure. 

 
3. Materials used in the construction and design of the structure are of durable quality. 
 
4. Mechanical equipment is located or screened so as not to be visible from surrounding streets 

and properties.  
 
5. The scale and placement of the structure on the site is appropriate to the proportion of the site 

covered by the structure and the location of the structure in relation to its lot lines. 
 
6. Building design and placement must take into consideration natural grade conditions, existing 

vegetation, and other natural features. 
 
7. Excessive similarity or dissimilarity in design in relation to surrounding or adjoining 

structures is discouraged, including but not limited to building height, exterior materials, 
building mass, roof line, and architectural features. 
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8. Design takes into consideration the relationship to the street and the pedestrian environment. 
 
9. Parking, storage, and refuse areas are located and screened so as not to negatively affect 

neighboring properties. 
 
10. Landscape is designed to maintain existing mature trees and shrubs to the maximum extent 

possible. 
 
11. Landscape provides an aesthetically pleasing design and, where applicable, provides for the 

screening of parking, storage, refuse, and utility areas from the street and adjacent residential 
properties. 

 
12. Selected plant materials shall be suitable to Wilmette’s climate and to their location on the 

site. The use of invasive species is prohibited. Invasive species shall be those included in the 
“Chicago Botanic Garden” list of “Invasive Plants in the Chicago Region.” 

 
13. Parking areas are designed to achieve efficient traffic flow and minimize dangerous traffic 

movements. 
 
14. Signs are of the appropriate design, color and placement to the structure, site and adjoining 

properties, in terms of materials, height, setback from the street, and proportion. 
 
15. Accessory structures, exterior lighting and fences, complement the overall structure and site 

design, in terms of materials, size, and architectural character. 
 
16. For new two-unit dwellings, review is limited to whether or not the proposed structure 

maintains the external appearance of a single-family dwelling. 
 
Case File Documents 

Location Maps and Plans 
 
1.1 Existing Building Photos 
1.2 Proposed Plans 

 
Case Minutes 

September 8, 2014 1616 Sheridan Road 

1616 Sheridan Condo Assoc. Appearance Review Certificate 

 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2014-AR-24, 1616 Sheridan Road, 1616 Sheridan Condominium 
Association, for an Appearance Review Certificate to remodel the existing balconies. 
 

Mr. Steele said the condominium association had elected to undertake a balcony restoration 
project where they will be removing the existing balcony railings and enclosures to perform 
repairs to the concrete balconies.  New railings and enclosures would be installed which are a 
modified design from the existing.  
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Mr. Steele showed photos of the existing building and a rendering showing what the building 
would look like with proposed railings and enclosures. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked if the railing and enclosure glass would be clear. 
 
Mr. Steele said it would be clear glass. 
 
Mr. Bradford said the drawings showed both railings and enclosures.  He wanted to know which 
they were proposing to install. 
 
Mr. Steele said the architect prepared the drawings at a time in which the association was 
considering installing enclosures on all of the balconies.  Since that time, the association decided 
to give each owner the option to have an enclosure or railing. 
 
Mr. Bradford asked if units currently with railings would get new railings and units currently 
with enclosures would get new enclosures. 
 
Mr. Joyce said that was almost accurate.  Some of the units who had railings would be getting 
enclosures.  Twenty-three units in total will be getting enclosures. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked if they could identify specifically, which units would be replacing their 
enclosures and which ones would be new enclosures who previously had railings only. 
 
Mr. Joyce said he didn’t know which units would be changing from railings to enclosures. 
 
Mr. Bradford said the railing sample presented had an inch separation on the sides between the 
frame and the glass.  He asked for clarification of whether or not the glass enclosure would have 
a separation. 
 
Mr. Joyce said the enclosure would not have a separation. 
 
Mr. Bradford asked for a detail of the sliding glass enclosures. 
 
Mr. Joyce said they don’t have that detail. 
 
Mr. Bradford said the mullions of the sliding glass doors would be much thicker than the rest of 
the window frames.  If that were the case, it could have a profound impact on the appearance. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked why the color of the window frames didn’t match the color of the 
window surrounds.  She pointed out the existing windows had a black frame and the proposed 
railings and enclosures had a white frame. 
 
Mr. Joyce said they were trying to match the color of the existing railings.  
 
Mr. Phillips asked if the renderings were accurate. 
 



Case 2014-AR-24 

 1616 Sheridan Road 

 

5 

Mr. Joyce said the renderings may be confusing because they did not necessarily accurately 
reflect which units would have railings and which would have enclosures. 
 
Mr. Phillips asked if the unit owners voted on whether or not they wanted an enclosure. 
 
Ms. Petnick said she was a member of the condominium board.  The board gave the option to 
each owner as to whether or not they wanted to pay extra for an enclosure. 
 
Mr. Phillips asked how many enclosure profiles were proposed. 
 
Mr. Steele said there were two different types of enclosures.  The main level had a taller 
enclosure because the floor to ceiling height of the main floor was taller.  The enclosures on the 
upper floors were all the same. 
Mr. Bradford asked if the railing height matched the frame height on the enclosures. 
 
Mr. Joyce said they were the same height. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said there was a note on the drawings that said the taller enclosure may have an 
additional horizontal mullion for support in which case the upper lite would be fixed.  He wanted 
to make sure they would be consistent across the level. 
 
Mr. Joyce said at this time they intended for the top lite to be fixed on the taller enclosures. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said the detail of the railing shows the vertical support would hang off the edge of 
the balcony, but the plan view drawings did not.  He wondered which was correct. 
 
Mr. Joyce said the railings would be on top of the balcony and that the support plate would not 
hang off the balcony. 
 
Mr. Bradford said the proposal would improve the overall appearance of the building. 
 
Mr. Elkins was concerned the plans didn’t provide the full height enclosure details, the mullion 
size, or the sliding window detail.  If the mullions were much thicker than the other frame it 
could dramatically change the appearance.  A key component of the proposal was missing. 
 
Mr. Bradford said he would feel more comfortable having those details before voting. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if the Commission could approve railing details so they can get 
started on that work and then come back to the Commission with the enclosure details. 
 
Mr. Phillips said he didn’t like the idea of approving it without knowing all the details.  Changing 
one component later could negatively impact the original approval. 
 
Mr. Bradford asked if it would be ok to provide a partial approval for removal of the railings and 
repair of the balconies. 
 
Ms. Petnick said the condominium association would greatly appreciate a partial approval. 
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Mr. Joyce said the railings and enclosures wouldn’t be installed until next year.  It will take the 
manufacturer 14 weeks to deliver the enclosures and railings once they’re ordered. 
 
Mr. Bradford moved to grant an Appearance Review Certificate in Case 2014-AR-24, 1616 
Sheridan Road, for the removal of the existing railings and enclosures, to replace and repair the 
existing concrete, and to install weatherproof membrane and paint the underside of the existing 
balconies.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Woleben-Meade.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan 
and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no:  none.  The 

motion carried. 

 
 
October 6, 2014 1616 Sheridan Road 

1616 Sheridan Condo Assoc. Appearance Review Certificate 

 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2014-AR-24, 1616 Sheridan Road, 1616 Sheridan Condominium 
Association, for an Appearance Review Certificate to remodel the existing balconies.  The 
applicant received partial approval of an Appearance Review Certificate at the previous meeting 
to remove the existing balcony enclosures and railings and repair the balconies.  The applicant 
was now before the Commission requesting approval for the new railings and enclosures. 
 
Mr. Erickson said the plans submitted for this meeting provided elevation drawings showing 
where the enclosures and railings would be installed. 
 
Mr. Bradford said he had some questions on the enclosures.  On Sheet A13 the dimensions of the 
frames were missing.  The concern voiced at the previous meeting was how the profile of the 
railings related to the profile of the enclosures.  Without having dimensions on the drawings it 
was difficult to compare the railings to the enclosures.  On Sheet A7 there are a number of 
situations where the enclosures and the railings are next to each other.  He would like to see a 
large detail of those areas blown up so the Commission can see the two next to each other.  On 
Sheet A10, drawing 1, the drawing is incorrect.  The drawing shows the profile of the operable 
and non-operable windows aligning perfectly.  Based on the details this is not correct.  He wants 
to see accurate drawing before making a decision. 
 
Mr. Miller said it would help to provide a blown up elevation of two floors showing how 
everything comes together. 
 
Mr. Erickson said the next step is to produce shop drawings.  He doesn’t have the information the 
Commission is looking for yet.  He provided a drawing assuming the frames would be on a 
center line.  The drawings were more schematic. 
 
Mr. Bradford asked if Mr. Erickson could produce dimensioned elevations based on the details 
shown on sheets A13 – A16. 
 
Mr. Joyce asked what he needed in order to start working on the repair of the balconies. 
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Mr. Sivertsen said he should submit plans showing the repair work only and not the railings or 
enclosures.  The building department could then issue a permit for the repair work. 
 
Mr. Bradford moved to continue Case 2014-AR-24 to the November meeting, requesting the 
applicant come back with a larger detailed elevation of the balcony railing and enclosure side by 
side, and dimensions of the profiles of the enclosure head sill and jam.  The motion was seconded 
by Mr. Elkins.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, 
Miller, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 







































 
1200 WILMETTE AVENUE  

WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 
 
 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT (847) 853-7550 
DEPARTMENT FAX (847) 853-7701 

TDD (847) 853-7634 
EMAIL comdev@wilmette.com 

 

 
Date: October 31, 2014 
 
To: Chairman Sheridan and the Appearance Review Commission 
 
From: Lucas Sivertsen, Business Development Planner 
 
Subject: Design Review of 611 Green Bay Road 
 
M & R Development will be attending the November 3, 2014 Appearance Review 
Commission meeting for an advisory design review of their development proposal of 
611 Green Bay Road. 
 
The Village Board approved a development agreement with M & R Development on 
September 23, 2014 to sell 611 Green Bay Road.  The agreement acknowledged the 
developer would be applying for a Planned Unit Development approval.  Planned Unit 
Development procedures do not require applicants to appear before the Zoning Board 
or Appearance Review Commission.  However, as part of the conditions of the sales 
agreement the Village Board required the developer to appear before the Appearance 
Review Commission for an advisory design review of the development. 
 
The Commission will not review the proposal as an Appearance Review Certificate 
request so no formal approval is necessary.  Any comments the Commission provides 
at their meeting will be summarized in minutes and sent to the Village Board. 



















































Report to the Appearance Review Commission 
from the  

Community Development Department 
 

Case Number:    2014-AR-29 
 

Property:    825 Green Bay Road 
 
Zoning District: VC, Village Center Zoning District 
 

Petitioner:    Hoffmann Commercial Real Estate 
 

Request:     The petitioner requests a sign variation to display a sign not 
fronting on a public street. 

   
Applicable Provisions of  20-5.5  Sign Variations 
Ordinances:    20-16  Sign Regulations 
 
Meeting Date:    November 3, 2014 
 
Date of Application:   September 22, 2014 
 

Notices:    Notice of Public Hearing dated October 10, 2014 
     Certificate of Posting dated October 17, 2014 
     Affidavit of personal notice dated October 16, 2014 
     Legal Notice published in Wilmette Beacon on October 16, 2014 
 
Report Prepared By:   Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
     Business Development Planner 
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Description of the Property 

 
The subject property is located on the west side of Green Bay Road south of Lake Avenue in the VC, Village 
Center Zoning District.  Surrounding uses include a dry cleaner and office businesses to the north, Union 
Pacific tracks across Green Bay Road to the east, a Walgreen’s to the south and single-family residential 
homes to the west. 
 
Description of Request 
 
The petitioner requests a sign variation to display a sign not fronting on a street. 
 
The petitioner was granted approved in 2013 to display two wall signs.  One sign was a permitted wall 
sign facing Green Bay Road.  The other sign was a wall sign facing south.  The sign facing south 
required a variation because it was not fronting a public street. 
 
The proposed sign would have the same finishes as the existing two signs, but would be located on the 
north elevation facing the side property line.  The sign would be reverse illuminated to match the 
existing sign.  The sign ordinance requires signs to be oriented to face a street; therefore, a variation to 
display a sign not fronting on a street is required. 
 
Action Required 
 
The Appearance Review Commission may recommend granting a variation provided they determine 
the proposal meets the following standards of review. 
 
(After the vote on the request) 
Move to authorize the chairman to prepare the report and recommendation from the Appearance 
Review Commission for case number 2014-AR-29. 
 

Sign Variation Standards of Review 

 
Unusual Circumstances: 

 
A variation will serve to relieve the petitioner from an unusual difficulty due to the location, 
topography, or circumstances on the petitioner’s property or a peculiar attribute existing on the 
neighboring property which directly affects the petitioner’s property. 
 
Character and Appearance: 

 
A variation will be consistent in design and scale with other signs nearby, and will not alter the 
essential character of the commercial streetscape in the vicinity of the subject property. 
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Not Self-Created: 

 
The plight of the property owner was not created by the owner and denial of the variation will 
impose undue hardship or difficulty on the owner’s ability to conduct business on the subject 
property. 

 
Health, Safety and Welfare: 

 
A variation will not create a traffic or safety hazard and will not impair the utility of neighboring 
properties’ signage. 
 
Purpose of Ordinance: 

 
A variation is in harmony with the purpose and intent of the Sign Ordinance. 
 

Case File Documents 
 

Location Maps and Plans 

 
1.1 Plat of Survey 
1.2 Sign Rendering on Wall 
1.3 Sign Specifications 
1.4 Letter to Appearance Review Commission, dated September 19, 2014 

 
Previous Case Minutes 
 

2013-AR-03 February 4, 2013 
Hoffmann Commercial Real Estate Sign Variation 
 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2013-AR-03, 825 Green Bay Road, Hoffmann Commercial Real 
Estate, for a sign variation to install a wall sign that does not face a street and an Appearance 
Review Certificate to install two conforming wall signs facing Green Bay Road. 
 
Mr. Hoffmann stated his most compelling argument is that there was previously a sign on the 
south facing wall where he wishes to install a sign.  The previous sign was mounted lower on the 
building, but because of an existing ground sign the wall sign would be blocked from view if it 
were not higher on the building as proposed. 
 
Mr. Hoffmann stated his company had decided to locate in the building because of the visibility 
on Green Bay Road as well as from the Union Pacific train line.  By having a sign on the south 
side of the building it would provide visibility to motorists and train commuters.  The future plan 
for his company is to move their headquarters to 825 Green Bay Road and occupy the entire 
building. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked on which floor Hoffmann Commercial Real Estate was located. 
 
Mr. Hoffmann said they would be located on the first floor. 



 2014-AR-20 

 825 Green Bay Road

  

4 

 
Mr. Bradford said this was not the case where the applicant was a second floor tenant and 
therefore allowed to have a sign only near the entrance.  Because the tenant had first floor 
frontage they were allowed to have a sign on the second floor of the building, but because the 
sign wasn’t facing the street a variation was required. 
 
Mr. Sheridan explained to Mr. Hoffmann the commission had received requests in the past for 
tenants without first floor frontage to install signs on the upper floors of the building where 
traditionally only major tenants install signage. 
 
Mr. Hoffmann stated his business would have its own entrance from the exterior separate from 
the general building entrance. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said in talking to Mr. Hoffmann earlier that it was Hoffmann Commercial Real 
Estate’s intent to occupy the entire building in the future as office spaces become available. 
 
Mr. Hoffmann confirmed that was his company’s long term plan. 
 
Mr. Phillips asked how much of the building Hoffmann Commercial Real Estate was currently 
occupying. 
 
Mr. Hoffmann said his company was occupying approximately 15-18% of the building. 
 
Mr. Bradford asked for the applicant to clarify what the sign would look like. 
 
Mr. Hoffmann said he didn’t have a material sample with him, and said the only description he 
had was the information contained in the submitted packet. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said the request sounded similar to the sign variation request for Illinois 
Bone & Joint on Green Bay Road that was approved. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if another tenant in the building could request permission from the 
Village to install signage at a later date. 
 
Mr. Hoffmann said his company owns the building and would not allow a future tenant to have a 
sign on the exterior of the building. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said he would not be favorable of another tenant in the building requesting a 
variation to have a wall sign on the building. 
 
Mr. Bradford asked if the edge of the sign were aligning with the edge of the window. 
 
Mr. Hoffmann confirmed on the east elevation the “H” of the sign would align with the edge of 
the window and on the south elevation the “n” of the sign would align with the edge of the 
window. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said the Osprey Capital sign did not look centered on the dry-vit panel. 
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Mr. Hoffmann said that was a mistake on the drawing and that the sign would be centered. 
 
Mr. Elkins asked if Osprey Capital would come back in at a later time and ask for a sign 
variation to place a sign on the south elevation. 
 
Mr. Hoffman said they would not request a sign variation to place a sign on the south elevation.  
As the building owner they did not want the building over built with signs. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked if they would be able to remove the leasing sign on the building since their 
intent was to occupy the entire building.  He realized this was not under the commission’s 
purview, but asked as a courtesy. 
 
Findings of Fact 

The Commission found the building created an unusual circumstance for the petitioner in that the 
sign facing Green Bay Road was not immediately visible by motorists until the driver was 
directly in front of the building.  The sign would be in scale with other signs in the area and the 
sign would not alter the character of the district.  By displaying a sign on the south side it would 
increase the ability for motorist to slow down in time to turn into the property, thereby increasing 
traffic safety. 
 
Decision 

Mr. Bradford moved to recommend granting a sign variation to install a wall sign that does not 
face a street and an Appearance Review Certificate to install two conforming wall signs facing 
Green Bay Road for Case 2013-AR-03, 825 Green Bay Road, with the conditions that the 
Hoffmann Commercial Real Estate sign on the east face of the building “H” align with the south 
jam of the window beneath it, the sign on the south face of the building, the “n” align with the 
east jam of the window beneath it, that the Osprey Capital sign be centered on the sign band on 
the first floor.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Phillips.  Voting yes: Chairman Sheridan and 
Commissioners Bradford, Elkins, Phillips, Nicholls, and Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  
The motion carried. 

 










