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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, NOVEMBER 3, 2014  

7:30 P.M. 

COMMUNITY RECREATION CENTER 

3000 GLENVIEW ROAD, RM 106 

 

 
Members Present: William Bradford  

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

 
Members Absent:  None  
  
Guests: Bill Patrun, M & R Development, 555 West Pierce Road, Itasca, IL 
 Brad Lewis, Schwartz Lewis Design Group, 2 Mid America Plaza, 

Oakbrook Terrace, IL 
 Daniel Weinbach, Daniel Weinbach and Partners, 53 W Jackson Blvd 

#250, Chicago, IL 
 Abbie Stevens, Hoffmann Commercial Real Estate, 825 Green Bay Road 
 Bob Joyce, 356 Tioga Trail, Wood Dale, IL 
 Jim Erickson, 9701 West Higgins Road, Rosemont, IL 
 Julie Nelson, 925 Ashland 
 
Staff Present:  Lucas Sivertsen, Planner III 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER 

 
Chairman Sheridan called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 
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II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES; APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION MEETING 

OF OCTOBER 6, 2014. 

 

Mr. Bradford moved the Commission approve the October 6, 2014 meeting minutes as 
amended.  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. 

 

III. CONSENT AGENDA 

 

Mr. Elkins moved to approve an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2014-AR-11, 911 
Ridge Road, Multi-tenant Signage, and Case 2014-AR-34, 1167 Wilmette Avenue, 
Persimmon, Awning.  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. CASES 

 

2014-AR-21 111 Green Bay Road 

Firefly Kitchen Appearance Review Certificate 

 
Mr. Phillips moved to continue Case 2014-AR-21, 111 Green Bay Road, to the December 
1, 2014 ARC 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. 

 
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. Sheridan said all of the revisions the Commission had requested at the previous 
meeting had been submitted to the Commission for review. 
 
Mr. Bradford said he was satisfied with the window profiles and details as drawn. 
 
Mr. Elkins asked if the color of the railings and the enclosures would match. 
 
Mr. Erikson said the railings would be a powder coated off-white and the enclosures would 
be a Kynar finish in off-white. 
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Mr. Elkins moved to grant an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2014-AR-24, 1616 
Sheridan Road, 1616 Sheridan Condominium Association to install new railings and 
enclosures.  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. 

 

611 Green Bay Road 

M & R Development Advisory Design Review 

 
Mr. Sivertsen introduced Bill Patrun of M & R Development as the proposed developer of 
611 Green Bay Road.  Mr. Patrun and his team were before the Commission to receive an 
advisory design review of their project prior to submitting a formal Planned Unit 
Development application. 
 
Mr. Patrun expressed his excitement for beginning the review process of their proposal.  
The project is in a prominent location in Wilmette.  They intend to build a development 
with transit oriented design character that will fit in with the architecture of the community.  
They hope the comments voiced by the Commission and the audience will help them to 
design a better project that puts them in a better position to meet community approval. 
 
The project includes 95 residential apartment units ranging in size from 649 square feet to 
1,550 square feet.  The retail component will consist of a little less than 7,000 square feet 
with an additional portion of first floor space being devoted to the residential leasing office 
and common area.  The architects for the project are Schwartz and Lewis Design Group 
and Dan Weinbach and Partners. 
 
Mr. Lewis provided a presentation of the architectural elements of the proposal including 
the floor plans, elevations, and materials.  They are trying to create amenities comparable 
to what you would see in a boutique hotel or custom home.  He described the overall style 
of the building as sophisticated, comfortable, and contemporary. 
 
The main entrance is off Green Bay Road.  There will be a drop off in the front near the 
entrance to the residential component.  There will also be an entrance in the back off the 
parking garage.  The loading docks will be in the back of the building. 
 
The commercial retail will be on the south end of the first floor.  The residential lobby, and 
fitness center will be on the north end.  The fitness center was designed to be located on the 
first floor to add activity to the street level. 
 
The first floor of residential is pulled off the side lot lines in consideration of potential 
future development.  By pulling the building off the lot lines they created two patio spaces 
on either side.  It creates an amenity for the residents by also solving a building code issue.  
They also have patio spaces on the top floor.  The patios on the top floor provide some 
shape to the building.  They provide a visual step down on the ends to take away some of 
the bulk of the building. 
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The visual step down is shown on the elevations.  They tried designing a lot of movement 
to the façade so as not to create a blank wall.  The design is traditional in nature with a 
bottom, middle and top, but they also played around with different materials and created 
both horizontal and vertical lines to the building.  All of this helps to break up the façade 
and create a balance to the building.  They chose not to design a building that is too 
contemporary. 
 
Mr. Lewis said the balconies provide further movement to the building.  Proposed lighting 
fixtures near the top of the building accent the top floors in a subtle way.  The west façade 
of the building includes much of the same design and materials as the rest of the building. 
 
Mr. Weinbach presented the proposed landscaping for the project.  The ground floor does 
not provide for a great amount of room for landscaping however, the parkway trees will be 
placed in raised planting beds.  In the rear of the building they are proposing to install 
Boston Ivy that will eventually climb up the wall.  The amenity spaces on the second and 
six floors are where a majority of the landscaping is proposed.  Versa cells will make up 
the floor of the amenity spaces.  This tile like material provides for drainage underneath the 
walking surface.  Planters and other furniture would then be placed on top of the tiles. 
 
Mr. Bradford asked if pergolas are proposed on the top floor in the amenity spaces.  They 
were shown in the elevations, but not the landscaping plans. 
 
Mr. Weinbach said they have been removed from the proposal. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked about the vines growing on the west side of the building. 
 
Mr. Weinbach said the vines would be growing from the ground and not necessarily be 
attached to the side of the building as the architectural rendering might suggest.  There 
won’t be a grid pattern or any structure attached to the wall. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked about the private terrace shown on the sixth floor. 
 
Mr. Patrun said they didn’t yet have a plan for how that private terrace would be separated 
from the common area terrace, but they would like to do something like a short planter with 
evergreen plant material rather than a fence. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade understood the lack of room on the west side to plant much of 
anything, but she wondered if they could utilize some of the land west of the alley to plant 
street trees.  It would provide much needed screening for those residents living on Park 
Avenue that would face the west side of the proposed development. 
 
Mr. Patrun said he understood the concern and said they want to put their best foot forward.  
They are proposing to use the stone on that side of the building and said the addition of 
street trees was a good suggestion as long as the property owner is ok with that. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked how high the Boston Ivy would grow. 
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Mr. Weinbach said the ivy could grow 40-50 feet up the wall. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said he wanted to explain for those people in the audience the reason for this 
review.  The advisory design review was being held because the development proposal will 
be going through the Planned Unit Development process which does not require the review 
of the Appearance Review Commission like typical commercial projects would.  He said it 
was nice of Julie Wolf and the Village Board to request M & R Development to come to 
the Appearance Review Commission for an advisory review.  He hopes the development 
team will welcome the Commission’s input and incorporate their comments as they finalize 
their design.  Before the Commission discussed the development he invited the audience to 
ask questions and provide comment. 
 
Ms. Nelson said she had strong opinions of the conceptual designs presented by the 
previous developer who had the property under contract.  She was more favorable towards 
this design although she had some concerns.  The stucco type material shown on the upper 
floors of the building looked like something that you might see on a chain hotel.  She 
wondered if the stucco would be timeless and classic.  She felt the word contemporary used 
by the presenter was not necessarily the style of Wilmette.  The development should strive 
to be classic, traditional, and timeless.  She wanted to know if the brick was red or brown. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said it was a reddish brown. 
 
Ms. Nelson said she drives around other places and sees cheap brick used.  She wanted to 
make sure the brick was not cheap. 
 
Mr. Elkins said he has seen king sized brick used in 1/3 running bond.  He prefers the 
sample which shows a running bond with 50/50 between joints.  He much prefers that over 
the king sized brick.  He wanted to know what type of brick and course was proposed. 
 
Mr. Lewis said the Village Center ordinance prohibits the use of king sizes brick.  They 
were not proposing to use king brick.  He said they are happy with the brick shown in the 
sample board.  It was more residential in scale. 
 
Mr. Sheridan agreed it was not a cheap brick. 
 
Mr. Lewis said it was a sand coated brick so it will provide more texture. 
 
Mr. Phillips asked why they were proposing veneer brick. 
 
Mr. Lewis said it was a steel frame building with a full sized brick veneer and precast 
floors.  Walls would be metal stud with insulation and waterproofing behind the brick 
veneer.  The fiber cement board would be a reveal system. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked what size the manufactured stone would be. 
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Mr. Lewis said they hadn’t selected a manufacturer yet, but they like to use 12x18’s. 
He said when they start to prepare perspective drawings it will help to show how much 
dimension there is on the building.  It’s not just a flat façade. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said the perspective shown at tonight’s meeting was very helpful in gaining a 
better understanding of the façade details.  For a building of this type there is a lot of 
articulation. 
 
Mr. Elkins pointed out the west elevation had two stories of stone with two stories of brick, 
while the other elevations had three stories of brick.  He wondered if the west façade was 
intended to have three stories of brick to be consistent with the other elevations. 
 
Mr. Lewis said the west elevation was incorrect and it should be three stories of brick.  The 
datum line of the transition from stone to brick and brick to stucco will be the same all the 
way around the building. 
 
Mr. Bradford asked how trucks would access the loading dock. 
 
Mr. Lewis said it didn’t show on the site plan, but there was an existing alley serving that 
part of the property. 
 
Mr. Bradford said the perspective drawing was very helpful in understanding the 
movement of the building façade.  He asked that the architects restudy the spacing of the 
first floor storefront.  Currently the openings don’t align vertically with the floors above.  If 
the spacing of the storefront openings relate better to the balconies and other vertical 
elements it will help the overall design of the building. 
 
Mr. Bradford asked if the center of the building is recessed back above the first floor. 
 
Mr. Lewis said the whole building is recessed back from the first floor. 
 
Mr. Bradford asked them to consider pulling the center bay forward so the center axis 
comes all the way to the ground.  It will make the center of the building much stronger. 
 
Mr. Lewis said they can definitely look at doing that. 
 
Mr. Bradford said he was pleased to see they are using normal sized brick.  It says a lot 
about the quality of the building they are proposing to build. 
 
Mr. Sheridan referred to the Village Center design standards and read the prohibited 
materials list for everyone’s reference. 
 
Mr. Bradford asked about the finish of the fiber cement panel.  He wondered if there was a 
different finish that could be used. 
 
Mr. Lewis said they had a smoother finish they could use. 
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Mr. Bradford said the smoother finish would be preferred. 
 
Mr. Phillips asked about the design of the windows. 
 
Mr. Lewis said the windows would be clear glass with clear anodized frames on the lower 
level. 
 
Mr. Patrun said they traditionally work with Shiner and Associates to provide insulation to 
deaden the sound produced by the train.  He wasn’t sure if they will need to do triple 
glazing. 
 
Mr. Lewis said they will be applying for LEED Silver certification so they will likely use a 
closed cell insulation. 
 
Mr. Patrun said they would apply for at least LEED Silver certification, but would strive 
for Gold. 
 
Mr. Phillips said that will say a lot to the community about the quality of the building they 
are building. 
 
Mr. Miller said it would help to provide as much depth as possible on the west elevation 
where the windows meet the cement board.  It’s easier to make the window flush with the 
wall, but it can really detract from the look. 
 
Mr. Lewis said they had the same concern. 
 
Mr. Bradford asked if there are any rooftop mechanical equipment. 
 
Mr. Lewis said they will have 95 separate a/c units on the roof top for each residential unit 
as well as the roof top units, boilers, and elevator override.  There will be screening around 
the units.  They will likely provide screens around multiple units rather than screen each 
individual unit separately. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked how they were addressing storm water. 
 
Mr. Patrun said they have been working with the Village Engineer and MWRD on a storm 
water management plan. 
 
Mr. Phillips asked if they have done a photo rendering showing what the building would 
look like next to the existing buildings. 
 
Mr. Lewis said they could do that, but it was something they had produced yet. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said there are a few zoning code requirements that are not being followed in 
the plans.  The maximum height is limited to five stories and 65 feet.  He understands the 
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reasons why the building is taller, but he just wanted to point that out.  For properties with 
greater than 150 feet in width, two pedestrian paths are required from the public sidewalk 
to the rear parking area.  There are no easy routes from the public sidewalk to the parking 
areas.  He asked the architect to try and create an easier path to the rear parking area. 
 
Mr. Patrun said they had originally proposed a pedestrian path on the north side of the 
building, but because it limited the amount of first floor retail area they decided to remove 
the path. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if she were a customer going to shop at the retail stores in the 
building if she would be able to park in the garage or if she would need to park on the 
street. 
 
Mr. Lewis said there are parking spaces in front of the building. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said some of the first floor garage parking would need to be dedicated to the 
retail uses. 
 
Mr. Patrun said it was difficult to combine the retail and residential parking in the same 
garage.  There’s a security issue with having the residential parking open to the public. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said it will affect their ability the lease the retail spaces if they don’t 
have dedicated on-site parking for employees and customers. 
 
Mr. Patrun said they will need to work on that issue with the Village. 
 
Mr. Bradford asked what they planned to do with signage.  He hoped the developer would 
establish a master sign plan for the building. 
 
Mr. Lewis started looking at the signage based off the idea that they would have three retail 
tenants.  They defined three separate wall sign areas and three separate locations for 
projecting signs.  The code allows 2 feet by 3 feet projecting signs which he feels are too 
small.  They were proposing 2 ½ feet by 4 feet projecting signs.  There would also be 
signage for the residential apartment component.  A sign over the entrance is proposed as 
well as a 1 ½ feet by 9 ½ feet projecting sign.  Since the name of the building has not yet 
been determined they weren’t sure how the name would fit on a sign, so the plans are 
conceptual. 
 
Mr. Phillips said while it isn’t an appearance issue, he wondered if they had looked at the 
traffic impact of this project. 
 
Mr. Patrun said they are working on hiring a traffic engineer.  At this time they are 
comfortable with the amount of parking that is proposed.  They realize it is important to 
understand the parking demand so as not to create a problem down the road. 
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Mr. Sheridan said since the review is only advisory there’s no vote required.  He 
encouraged the applicants to come back if they had any further questions or revisions.  The 
minutes from this meeting would be forwarded to the Village Board. 
 
2014-AR-29 825 Green Bay Road 

Hoffmann Commercial Real Estate Sign Variation 

 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2014-AR-29, 825 Green Bay, Hoffmann Commercial Real 
Estate, for a sign variation to display a wall sign which does not front a public street. 
 
Ms. Stevens said she was an executive assistance and property manager for Hoffmann.  She 
explained they wanted to display a wall sign on the north side of the building for visibility 
and branding.  Traffic coming from the north have driven by the building not knowing 
where the building was located.  In commercial real estate name recognition is very 
important.  They wanted to have their name displayed on the north side to match the other 
existing signs on the building. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said he’s conflicted because the Commission has recommended variances in 
the past for similar requests, but he didn’t want to keep granting variances.  If someone 
builds a new building next to them they would need to remove the sign or at least turn off 
the illumination to not cause a nuisance.  Mr. Sheridan mentioned the letter submitted by 
George Baker who owns the building just north of the subject property, objecting to the 
variation request. 
 
Mr. Elkins said while the Commission has recommended sign variations in the past for 
signs not fronting a public street this request was different.  In those cases they were 
requesting a single sign on the side of the building.  In this case they have already been 
granted a sign variation for a sign on the south side of the building.  They were now 
requesting a third wall sign.  He also feels the applicant is surreptitiously requesting the 
variation.  It was not that long ago they requested a variation for the sign on the south side 
of the building. 
 
Ms. Stevens said they weren’t trying to amend the signs that were already approved.  That 
is not their intent.  Secondly they were under the impression that if they requested too many 
signs at once it would not be well received.  While she was not with the company when 
they requested the first variation she thought the feeling of the company was that they 
would be better off requesting one variation at a time. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said that was not the best path for them to take. 
 
Mr. Elkins said the other tenant in the building Osprey Capital has also requested and 
received approval for a sign on the south side of the building.  He asked if Osprey Capital 
was also going to come to the Commission requesting a second variation to put a sign on 
the north side of the building. 
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Ms. Stevens said their company did not want to propose anything extravagant.  They try to 
improve existing buildings. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if there was an address sign in front of the building.  An 
address at the entrance would help solve the problem of people accidentally passing by the 
building. 
 
Mr. Phillips pointed out the quality of the sign was not something they had questioned in 
the past.  He wondered where the hardship was in this case.  He didn’t think he could 
support this variation request.  The other variations requested in the past were for a second 
sign, one of which did not front a street.  They have never granted approval for a third wall 
sign for a building with only one street frontage. 
 
Mr. Bradford pointed out the previously granted variation for Hoffmann Commercial Real 
Estate was to display a wall sign on the side of the building where their main entrance was 
located. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said she agreed with the other commissioners.  If their concern is to 
stop motorists from accidentally passing by their building they could install a ground sign 
with the address of the building.  That would be a conforming solution.  She thought there 
used to be a ground sign with the address. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked Ms. Stevens if she wanted the commission to vote or if she wanted the 
Commission to continue the case and let her come up with an alternative solution. 
 
Ms. Stevens said she would like to Commission to continue the case. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade moved to continue Case 2014-AR-29, 825 Green Bay Road, 
Hoffmann Commercial Real Estate to the December 1, 2014 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. 

 
 

V. ADJOURNMENT 

 
At 9:43 p.m., Mr. Elkins moved to adjourn the meeting.  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. 

 



 

 

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

 
November 26, 2014 

 

To:  Chairman Sheridan and the Appearance Review Commission 
 
From:   Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
  Business Development Planner 
 
Re:  Consent Agenda for December 1, 2014 
 
Attached is one conforming sign proposal.  The Commission should determine whether this proposal 
meets 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, December 1, 2014 and I 
will notify the petitioner to be present at the meeting to discuss the proposal. 
 
2014-AR-37 Green Bay Animal Hospital 1221 Green Bay Road 

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

Sign Ordinance Proposed Sign  

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

An awning sign is proposed for the Green Bay 
Road frontage. 

An awning sign is allowed up to 20% 
coverage. 

The proposed awning sign has 20.0% coverage. 

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

Proposed information on the awning sign includes 
the four items of information. 

Five inch tall lettering is allowed on each 
valance displaying only one item of 
information. 

The address is proposed to be displayed in five inch 
tall lettering. 

 
The proposed awning sign consists of white vinyl on a new black awning.  The existing building does not 
have an awning.  The new awing frame will be located from the bottom edge of the stone to approximately 
two courses of brick above the windows.  The awning will be 8 feet 7 inches from grade. 
 
Applicable Sections of the Wilmette Zoning Ordinance: 
16-10.B states the regulations for awning signs 
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Report to the Appearance Review Commission 
from the  

Department of Community Development 
 

Case Number: 2014-AR-32 

 
Property: 907 Ridge Road 
 

Zoning District: NR, Neighborhood Retail 
 

Petitioner: Newlook Construction 
 

Request: The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to 
construct an attached garage and rear parking lot, and install 
fencing. 

 

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

Meeting Date:    December 1, 2014 
 
Date of Application: October 16, 2014 
 
Notices:    Certificate of Posting dated, November 14, 2014 
 
Report Prepared By: Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
 Business Development Planner 
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Description of the Property 

The subject property is located north of Lake Avenue on the west side of Ridge Road in the NR, 
Neighborhood Retail Zoning District.  Surrounding uses include commercial uses to the north, south, and 
west, and a church parking lot across Ridge Road to the east. 
 
Description of Request 

The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to construct an attached garage and rear 
parking lot, and install fencing. 
 
A home builder purchased 907 Ridge Road to occupy for their offices.  They are occupying the second 
floor and renting out the first floor to the current tenant. They propose constructing a rear garage and 
parking lot for their vehicles.  The rear yard of the property facing the alley will be surfaced with asphalt 
to provide a parking area and driveway to the new garage.  New six foot tall cedar fencing is proposal 
along the side yards to screen the parking area. 
 
The applicant has also requested a floor area variation and a parking space setback variation.  That 
request received a positive recommendation from the Zoning Board and will be considered by the Village 
Board at their December 9 meeting. 
  
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 Sanborn Map 
1.2 Sidwell Map 
1.3 Plat of Survey 
1.4 Photos of existing site 
1.5 Site Plan 
1.6 Floor Plans 
1.7 Elevations 

 





































Report to the Appearance Review Commission 
from the  

Department of Community Development 
 

Case Number: 2014-AR-35 

 
Property: 1218 Washington Avenue 
 

Zoning District: VC, Village Center Zoning District 
 

Petitioner: A. Perry Homes 
 

Request: The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to 
construct a second story addition and a variation to construct the 
addition beyond the 10 foot required build-to-zone. 

 

Applicable Provisions of 20-3.5, Appearance Review Commission Powers 
Ordinances: 20-5.4, Variation 

20-5.7, Appearance Review Certificate 
 

Meeting Date:    December 1, 2014 
 
Date of Application: November 5, 2014 
 
Notices:    Notice of Public Hearing dated November 7, 2014 
     Certificate of Posting dated November 14, 2014 
     Affidavit of personal notice dated November 14, 2014 
     Legal Notice published Wilmette Beacon on November 13, 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 north side of Washington Avenue in the Village Center Zoning 
District.  The frontage designation of the property is Pedestrian Residential.  The surrounding uses include 
commercial uses to the north, east and south, and single family residential homes to the west. 
 
Description of Request 

The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to construct a second story addition and install 
a wall sign and a variation to construct the addition beyond the 10 foot required build-to-zone. 
 
A home builder proposes to purchase the property and occupy a portion of the first floor and the second 
floor for their offices.  The current tenant would remain in the building and occupy a small portion of 
the first floor.  In order to accommodate their offices the applicant proposes constructing a second story 
addition.  The addition consists of approximately a 1,600 square feet of interior space with a partially 
covered roof deck facing Washington Avenue and an uncovered roof deck at the rear of the property.  A 
new conforming wall sign is proposed. 
 
The second story addition will be setback approximately 26 feet from the front property line.  The Village 
Center Zoning regulations require the facades of the bottom three (3) stories to be within the permitted 
build-to-zone.  The build-to-zone for properties with Pedestrian Residential Frontage is between 0-10 
feet from the property line.  Because the proposed addition is setback greater than 10 feet from the 
property line a variation is required. 
 
The application has received a 4 space parking variation from the Village Board to permit the second 
story addition. 
 
Action Required 

The Appearance Review Commission can grant an Appearance Review Certificate and recommend the 
Village Board grant a variation 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. 
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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. 

 
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. 
 
Variation Standards of Review 

 
1. The particular physical conditions, shape or surroundings of the property would impose upon 

the owner a practical difficulty or particular hardship, as opposed to a mere inconvenience, if 
the requirements of this Ordinance were strictly enforced. 
 

2. The plight of the property owner was not created by the owner and is due to unique 
circumstances. 
 

3. The difficulty or hardship is peculiar to the property in question and is not generally shared by 
other properties classified in the same zoning district and/or used for the same purposes. This 
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includes the need to accommodate desirable existing site landscape or reflect unique conditions 
created by the age and character of the property. 
 

4. The difficulty or hardship resulting from the application of this Ordinance would prevent the 
owner from making a reasonable use of the property. However, the fact the property could be 
utilized more profitably with the variation than without the variation is not considered as grounds 
for granting the variation. 
 

5. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property 
or otherwise injure other property or its use, will not substantially increase the danger of fire or 
otherwise endanger the public health, safety and welfare, and will not substantially diminish or 
impair property values within the neighborhood. 
 

6. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood and will be 
consistent with the goals, objectives and policies set forth in the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

7. With respect to building materials, unforeseen advances in technology, appearance or quality 
render a prohibited material to be suitable and in keeping with the appearance goals of this code 
when used in the form presented by the applicant. 

 
 
Case File Documents 

Location Maps and Plans 
 
1.1 Sanborn Map 
1.2 Sidwell Map 
1.3 Plat of Survey 
1.4 Plan Submittal Packet 

 





































Report to the Appearance Review Commission 
from the  

Community Development Department 
 

Case Number:    2014-AR-36 
 

Property:    809 Ridge Road 
 
Zoning District: NR, Neighborhood Retail Zoning District 
 

Petitioner:    State Farm Insurance 
 

Request:     The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate for a 
new wall sign and a sign variation to display more than one 
window sign and an additional seven items of information. 

   
Applicable Provisions of  20-5.5  Sign Variations 
Ordinances:    20-5.7 Appearance Review Certificate 
     20-16  Sign Regulations 
 

Meeting Date:    December 1, 2014 
 
Date of Application:   October 31, 2014 
 

Notices:    Notice of Public Hearing dated November 7, 2014 
     Certificate of Posting dated November 14, 2014 
     Affidavit of personal notice dated November 13, 2014 
     Legal Notice published Wilmette Beacon on November 13, 2014 
 
Report Prepared By:   Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
     Business Development Planner 
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Description of the Property 

 
The property is located in the NR, Neighborhood Retail Zoning District, near the northwest corner of 
Schiller Avenue and Ridge Road and is improved with a two-story commercial building.  The surrounding 
uses include single-family residences to the west, multi-family residences to the east, and commercial and 
office uses to the north and south. 
 
Description of Request 
 
The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate for a new wall sign and a sign variation to 
display more than one window sign and an additional seven items of information. 
 
The existing wall sign and one of the existing window signs were approved in 2008.  Since then an 
additional window sign was installed without a permit.  The existing square logo in the center window 
was approved as shown.  The red stripe with white lettering was installed without a permit and is non-
conforming to the sign code.  All signs are proposed to be removed to meet the new State Farm 
corporate identity program. 
 
Appearance Review Certificate 

The proposed wall sign will replace the existing wall sign.  It will be the same overall height and width 
and will be located in the same location as the existing.  The materials and design will be modified.  
The existing wall sign is constructed of 1 ½ inch thick high density urethane sign foam that was routed 
to provide the look of a wooden sign.  The sign lettering is made of ¼ inch thick cut letters that are 
stud mounted to the surface of the sign foam.  The proposed sign will be a 3/16 inch thick acrylic type 
material backer with layers of vinyl applied to the backer to form the graphics and black border. 
 
A new vinyl window sign is proposed to replace the square State Farm logo.  The new window sign 
will be 24 inches in height by 22 inches in width and include the Business logo, business name, agent 
name, phone number and web address.  The sign is conforming to the sign code. 
 
Sign Variation  

The red window stripe with white lettering requires a sign variation.  The red stripe is fabricated out of 
12 inch tall window vinyl.  The lettering is a separate white vinyl surface that is placed in front of the 
red stripe.  The stripe includes 14 items of information.  The sign code permits only seven items of 
information, therefore a variation to display more than one window sign and an additional seven items 
of information is required. 
 
Action Required 
 
The Appearance Review Commission may grant an Appearance Review Certificate and recommend 
granting a sign 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-36. 
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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. 

 
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. 
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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. 
 

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. 
 
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 Sign Proposal 
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