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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, SEPTEMBER 8, 2014  

7:30 P.M. 
VILLAGE BOARD CONFERANCE ROOM 

 
 
Members Present: William Bradford  

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

 
Members Absent:  Mason Miller 
  
Guests: Donley Klug, 111 Green Bay Road 
 Thomas Steele, 356 Tioga Trail, Wood Dale, IL 
 Bob Joyce, 356 Tioga Trail, Wood Dale, IL 
 Sandy Petnick, 1616 Sheridan Road 
 John Doyle, 204 Gary, Wheaton, IL 
 Kevin Metzger, 1413 Sherman, Romeoville, IL 
 Jeff Leven, 6611 Laburnum, Northbrook, IL 
 John Kosich, 521 Green Bay Road 
 Tim Brooker, 189 Poplar, Northbrook, IL 
 
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 AUGUST 4, 2014. 
 
Mr. Bradford moved the Commission approve the August 4, 2014 meeting minutes as 
amended.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Phillips.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan and 
Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  
The motion carried. 
 
 

III. CONSENT AGENDA 
 
Mr. Bradford moved to approve an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2014-AR-26, 
1148 Wilmette, Exhibit, Awning Sign, and Case 2014-AR-28, 1116 Central, Koya in 
Wilmette, Window Sign.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Elkins.  Voting yes:  Chairman 
Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting 
no:  none.  The motion carried. 
 

 
IV. CASES 
 

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. 
 
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.  
 
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. 
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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. 
 
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. 
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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. 
 
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. 
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Mr. Bradford moved to continue Case 2014-AR-24 to the October 6, 2014 meeting, where 
the railings and enclosures will be discussed.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Elkins.  
Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Phillips, 
Woleben-Meade.  Voting no:  none.  The motion carried. 
 
 
2014-AR-21 111 Green Bay Road 
Firefly Kitchen Sign Variation and Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2014-AR-21, 111 Green Bay Road, Firefly Kitchen, requesting 
an Appearance Review Certificate for new landscaping and wall and window signs, a sign 
variation to paint a sign directly to a wall, a sign variation to display more than one window 
sign along a single street frontage and sign variation to display more than one wall sign 
along a single street frontage. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked if one of the sign variations had been eliminated from the previous 
submittal. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the wall sign coverage variation for the first floor wall sign had been 
eliminated.  The wooden background of the sign had been divided into three panels.  The 
middle panel where the business name would be displayed was within the 30% allowable 
coverage. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said there were three options presented in the landscape plans.  He asked Ms. 
Klug which option they wished to be approved. 
 
Ms. Klug said they were proposing to remove the bench and replace it with landscaping 
that would be salt tolerant.  She asked for the Commission’s expertise in determining which 
option would be the best. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said most of the landscaping shown in the proposal were annuals.  
She was concerned with the financial commitment needed to constantly replace the 
landscaping each season.  She recommended option B which had some shrubs that 
wouldn’t need to be replaced each season.  The annuals could then be planted around the 
shrubs for a seasonal display, but the bulk of the landscaping would remain.  The railroad 
tie will take up a lot of room in the limited planting bed.  She recommended using a narrow 
wooden edging. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said he was concerned the railroad tie would become a tripping hazard if it 
were raised.  He thought it should be flush with the grade. 
 
Mr. Leven said the change in grade would cause the railroad tie to be raised above the 
sidewalk at some point. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said if the metal fence on the south end of the building remained it would 
eliminate the tripping hazard at that point. 
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Mr. Bradford asked about the lighting on the front of the building. 
 
Ms. Klug presented the lighting fixture that would be installed to illuminate the second 
floor sign.  It would be located above the sign and shine down.  The existing up-light would 
be removed. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked how the electrical supply would be provided to the wall sconce. 
 
Mr. Levon said the electrical would be run on the back of the wall and the electrical box 
would be recessed so the fixture would be mounted flush to the wall. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked about the variation for the additional window sign. 
 
Ms. Klug said the owner wished to present a Brooklyn bistro feel to the restaurant.  The 
window signs reflected that design. 
 
Mr. Bradford said the window signs had been reduced in size from the original proposal. 
 
Mr. Phillips said to make sure the font of their wall sign matches the other signs. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said she is having an issue applying the standards of review for the 
two window signs.  Only one window sign is permitted. 
 
Mr. Bradford said the two signs provide balance and were in keeping with the symmetry of 
the storefront. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said she liked the way the signs looked, but she was concerned this 
would be creating a precedent.  She didn’t know how the request was unique. 
 
Mr. Elkins said they were already getting a variation to install a second wall sign. 
 
Mr. Sheridan thought the request was consistent in design and scale with other signs 
nearby.  Having two window signs to balance out and provide symmetry to the building 
looked better than having only one sign that was conforming. 
 
Mr. Phillips asked how close to the window a sign needed to be in order for it to be 
considered a sign. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said any sign located within 12 inches of the window is regulated by the sign 
code. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked how much smaller the window signs were from the original proposal. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the signs currently proposed were covering 8.4% of each window. 
 
Mr. Sheridan thought shrinking them to 5.0% of each window would make them too small. 
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Ms. Klug said she thought the proposed signs are less obtrusive than the other signs along 
Green Bay Road. 
 
Mr. Bradford said the conditions along Green Bay Road are unique within the Village.  The 
Commission has been willing to grant other variations along Green Bay Road. 
 
Mr. Phillips asked that the light bulbs used for the exterior fixtures be consistent.  A 3000k 
LED bulb should be used to make sure a consistent color of light of displayed. 
 
Mr. Sheridan agreed, and said the 2700k bulb can turn a little green over time. 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Commission found the proposed signs are consistent with the character of the 
surrounding property and would not negatively affect the health safety and welfare of the 
neighborhood.  The design of the building and its location along Green Bay Road present a 
unique circumstance.  The symmetry of the building lends itself to needing consistent 
graphics on either side of the center entrance.  The additional window sign provides a 
consistent design to the symmetrical building.  The building historically displayed two wall 
signs which is consistent with other signs along Green Bay Road. 
 
Decision 
Ms. Woleben-Meade moved to grant an Appearance Review Certificate in Case 2014-AR-
21, with the conditions that 1) landscape plan B is used with wood edging between 4-6 
inches in height instead of railroad ties, 2) all of the signs use the same style of fonts, 3) 
exterior light fixtures use 3000k LED bulbs, 4) the wall pack be flush mounted to the wall; 
and to recommend granting a sign variation to paint a sign directly to a wall, a sign 
variation to display more than one window sign along a single street frontage, and a sign 
variation to display more than one wall sign along a single street frontage.  The motion was 
seconded by Mr. Phillips.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, 
Collyer, Elkins, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
 
Mr. Elkins moved to authorize Chairman Sheridan to prepare the report and 
recommendation from the Commission for Case 2014-AR-21.  The motion was seconded 
by Mr. Bradford.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, 
Elkins, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
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2014-AR-22 350 Ridge Road 
Domino’s Pizza Sign Variation 
 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2014-AR-22, 350 Ridge Road, Domino’s for a 13.1% wall sign 
coverage variation. 
 
Mr. Doyle said they were requesting a variation so they could add the logo to the sign. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said the applicant submitted a conforming sign at their previous meeting 
without the logo.  He asked why the applicant didn’t submit an application for the sign with 
the logo to begin with. 
 
Mr. Doyle said his employee submitted the application and that he didn’t know why that 
was done. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said he thought the applicant applied for the conforming sign first to make 
sure something was approved by the time the business was scheduled to open.  Sign 
variation requests require notice to be sent at least 15 days prior to the meeting date.  The 
applicant wasn’t able to get their application in on time to make the previous month’s 
deadline. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked why the Domino’s sign wasn’t reduced in size to meet the size 
requirement including the impending logo. 
 
Mr. Elkins said he drove by the sign that was approved at last month’s meeting and already 
installed.  It wasn’t centered over the doorway.  He felt like the intent was always for 
Domino’s to come back at a later date and ask for the variation.  He felt like the 
Commission was hoodwinked. 
 
Mr. Doyle said he thought the variation was a formality and didn’t know the request would 
be an issue. 
 
Mr. Phillips said Mr. Doyle was incorrect in his assumption. 
 
Mr. Elkins agreed with Mr. Sheridan in questioning why the size of the sign wasn’t just 
reduced to meet the code. 
 
Mr. Doyle said the intention was always to install the sign with the logo.  He said his 
assistant who hasn’t been in the business for that long made the decision with the national 
sign vendor to install the sign in that fashion.  Mr. Doyle thought this was the smallest sign 
the national vendor typically makes.  He didn’t think it was the intention to hoodwink the 
Commission.  He also thought the client was going to be open by this point, so the intent 
may have been to install the sign before they opened. 
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Mr. Phillips said it’s typical for businesses to want their sign up before they open.  He 
didn’t have an issue with the sign itself.  He thought they could just make the logo smaller 
so that it fit within the allowable coverage. 
 
Mr. Doyle said in order to keep the proper proportions between the letters and the logo that 
they would likely need to fabricate a new sign if the logo were to change in size. 
 
Mr. Phillips said didn’t know if that was the case.  Domino’s has different configurations of 
their logo. 
 
Mr. Doyle acknowledged it wasn’t the only configuration for the logo, but in regards to 
wall signs it was the configuration they used. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said Domino’s had contacted him asking what had previously been approved 
for that tenant space.  He thought they were trying to stay consistent with the signage that 
previously received a variation. 
 
Mr. Elkins said the size of the sign band relative to the storefront was very small.  Given 
the limited size of the sign band he would have understood the need for relief from the sign 
code if they would have been upfront at the previous meeting. 
 
Mr. Phillips said the request seemed self-created once they installed a portion of the sign. 
 
Mr. Metzger said he was the Operations Director for the thirteen store franchise of this 
Domino’s.  He understood the viewpoints of the Commissioners, but assured them it wasn’t 
their intention to mislead the Commission.  They have been through the process of opening 
many locations and the sign plans are always the same.  They don’t want to display 
something that the community doesn’t want to see and they were upset the way in which 
the signage was initially presented. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked if the channel letters without the logo was already at the maximum 
coverage of 30%. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the lettering alone covered 22.7%. 
 
Mr. Bradford said the logo not only increased the width of the sign, but also the height of 
the sign because it was several inches taller than the lettering.  This difference greatly 
increased the sign coverage. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if there were any other signs, including window signs, they 
were proposing to install. 
 
Mr. Metzger said the wall sign was the only sign they were proposing. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked if they had a smaller Domino logo they could install so that it’s 
conforming. 
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Mr. Doyle said the national sign vendor made the proposed sign, but that their shop could 
make any size of sign. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said she was looking at this proposal as if it was the Commission’s 
first time looking at the proposal.  She understood the Commissioner’s frustration, but she 
would have supported this, especially since the Commission had granted previous 
approvals for larger variation requests in this building. 
 
Mr. Bradford said he agrees with Ms. Woleben-Meade’s view.  He has been irritated by 
creeping variations in the past, but he’s doesn’t feel the cons outweigh the need for the 
variation. 
 
Mr. Phillips asked if all the standards of review had to be met in order to vote in favor of 
the request. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the standards of review should be used to help Commissioners reach a 
decision, but not every standard is applicable in every case. 
 
Mr. Bradford asked if Domino’s was proposing to install a sign on the existing pylon sign. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said Domino’s was not proposing to install a sign on the multi-tenant pylon 
sign. 
 
Findings of Fact 
The sign is consistent with other signs in the surrounding area.  Other signs in the shopping 
center and across the street are similar in size.  The sign band is small relative to the size of 
the storefront.  The small sign band limits the size of a permitted sign which presents a 
practical difficulty in displaying a sign that is readily visible from the street.  The sign 
would also not negatively affect the health, safety, and welfare of the district. 
 
Decision 
Mr.  Elkins moved to recommend a 13.1% wall sign coverage variation for Case 2014-AR-
22, based on the plans submitted.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Bradford.  Voting yes:  
Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Phillips, and Woleben-
Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
 
Mr. Bradford moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report from the Appearance 
Review Commission for Case 2014-AR-22.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Phillips.  
Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Phillips, 
and Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
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2014-AR-25 521 Green Bay Road 
IBJI Sign Variation 
 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2014-AR-25, 521 Green Bay Road, requesting an amendment to 
a previously granted variation to install a sign not fronting a street. 
 
Mr. Kosich apologized to the Commission and said the sign should have been installed by 
now.  The previous contractor who was coordinating installation of the sign had left the 
company.  Mr. Kosich said, as the developer, he is now picking up where the previous 
contractor left off.  He said the amendment is requested because they wish to install the 
sign within the existing stairwell.  If they installed the sign where it was previously 
approved, the structural support needed to install the sign would enter into the tenant space. 
 
Mr. Bradford asked Mr. Sivertsen if that was the only amendment they were requesting to 
the existing variation. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said that was correct.  They were only requesting an amendment to move the 
sign closer to the front façade.  The previous approval was specifically granted with the 
condition that the sign would be placed 32 inches from the northeast corner of the building.  
By moving the sign to make sure the support doesn’t encroach into the tenant space the 
sign would need to move closer to the northeast corner of the building. 
 
Mr. Phillips asked if the lack of a sign on the north façade caused patients to have difficulty 
finding the building. 
 
Mr. Kosich said they had a lot of issues and heard regularly that customers were instead 
parking in the Jewel parking lot. 
 
Mr. Bradford said the sign panel should tie back into the steel support rather than the 
concrete wall.  A bolt should go from the sign panel through the wall and have a back plate 
on the other side of the lateral steel support. 
 
Mr. Phillips asked about matching the color of the sign panel with the color of the brick. 
 
Mr. Bradford recalled at the previous meeting they decided to not match the brick color 
because they wouldn’t be able to match a painted metal with the finish and color of brick.  
It was better to use a color that provided some contrast. 
 
Findings of Fact 
The Commission found the requested amendment was consistent with the previously 
granted variation and other signs along Green Bay Road. 
 
Decision 
Mr. Elkins moved to recommend granting an amended sign variation for Case 2014-AR-
25, 521 Green Bay Road, to install a sign not fronting a street with the condition that the 
sign box be anchored through the masonry to the horizontal structural steel behind the 
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masonry.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Bradford.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan 
and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Phillips, and Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: 
none.  The motion carried. 
 
Mr. Bradford moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report from the Appearance 
Review Commission for Case 2014-AR-25.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Elkins.  
Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Phillips, 
and Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
 
2014-AR-27 50-126 Skokie Boulevard 
Wilmette Commons Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2014-AR-27, Wilmette Commons, for the preliminary review of 
an Appearance Review Certificate to replace the existing roof with a modified color and 
material of shingles. 
 
Mr. Brooker said they are proposing the replace the existing roof.  The existing shingles are 
approximately 25 years old.  There has been patchwork that has been done over time.  They 
were now proposing the replace the entire roof.  The proposed shingle was a slate colored 
architectural shingle.  He would also like to replace the existing sheet metal flashing and 
fascia with slate blue metal sheeting. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said the slate blue metal sheeting wouldn’t work well with the color of the 
existing brick. 
 
The Commission agreed the slate blue wasn’t a good choice and reviewed other color 
options with the applicant.  The style and color of the singles was fine, but they encouraged 
the applicant to consider using a color similar to the existing sheet metal which was tan and 
worked well with the existing brick.  More thought needed to be put towards the color 
combination. 
 
Mr. Brooker said he would go back to the owner and suggest they stick with a color similar 
to the existing sheet metal.  If the owner wants to do something else, they would need to 
come back to the Commission and present the alternative. 
 

V. NEW BUSINESS 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the Village owned property at 611 Green Bay Road had a tentative 
redevelopment agreement.  The developer could be coming to the Commission as early as 
November. 
 

VI. ADJOURNMENT 
 
At 9:30 p.m., Mr. Phillips moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was seconded by Mr. 
Bradford.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, 
Phillips, and 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

 
September 30, 2014 

 
To:  Chairman Sheridan and the Appearance Review Commission 
 
From:   Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
  Business Development Planner 
 
Re:  Consent Agenda for October 6, 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, October 6, 2014 
and I will notify the petitioner to be present at the meeting to discuss the proposal. 
 
2014-AR-30 Wilmette Wine Cellar 1100 Central Avenue 
 
The petitioner wishes to install a new wall sign for the new business. 
 

Sign Ordinance Proposed Sign  

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

A wall sign is proposed for the Central Avenue 
frontage. 

Wall signs for the building were approved as 
18 inch tall panels with no maximum size for 
the copy to be displayed within the panel. 

The existing panel will be reused.  The overall 
height of the lettering is 11.84 inches. 

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

Proposed information on the wall sign includes the 
business name. 

 
The proposed wall sign consists of individually cut dark-brown acrylic letters mounted to the existing sign 
panel.  The letters will be installed directly to the panel and they will not have a backer. 
 
Applicable Sections of the Wilmette Zoning Ordinance: 
16-10.J states the regulations for wall signs 
 
 
 
 
 



2014-AR-31 Velosmith 801 Ridge Road 
 
The petitioner wishes to install new awning signs 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 Wilmette 
Avenue frontage. 

An awning sign is allowed up to 20% 
coverage. 

The proposed awning sign has less than 20% 
coverage. 

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

Proposed information on the awning sign includes 
the business name. 

 
The proposed awning sign consists of white and orange vinyl lettering on a new black and white awning.  
The existing awning frame will be recovered.  A sample of the awning material will be provided at the 
meeting. 
 
Applicable Sections of the Wilmette Zoning Ordinance: 
16-10.B states the regulations for awning signs 
 
 
 







Report to the Appearance Review Commission 
from the  

Department of Community Development 
 
Case Number: 2014-AR-21 
 
Property: 111 Green Bay Road 
 
Zoning District: GC-1, General Commercial Zoning District 
 
Petitioner: Firefly Kitchen 
 
Request: The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to 

replace façade brick and install new rooftop mechanical 
equipment. 

 
Applicable Provisions of 20-3.5, Appearance Review Commission Powers 
Ordinances: 20-5.7, Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Meeting Date:    August 4, 2014 
     September 8, 2014 
     October 6, 2013 
 
Date of Application: July 7, 2014 
 
Notices: Certificate of Posting dated, August 19, 2014 
 Notice of Hearing dated, August 18, 2014 
 Legal Notice in Wilmette Beacon, August 21, 2014 
 Personal Notice Affidavit, August 18, 2014 
 
Report Prepared By: Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
 Business Development Planner 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Case 2014-AR-21 
 111 Green Bay Road 

 

2 

Description of the Property 
The subject property is located just north of Isabella Street in the GC-1, General Commercial Zoning 
District.  Surrounding uses include a vacant retail building to the north, Union Pacific tracks across Green 
Bay Road to the east, an office building to the south, and single-family residential homes to the west across 
an alley. 
 
Description of Request 
The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to replace façade brick and install new rooftop 
mechanical equipment. 
 
The applicant received an Appearance Review Certificate to install new signage, lighting, and windows 
on September 8, 2014.  The applicant is now requesting permission to replace the existing split face 
CMU with new face brick.  The existing face brick on the building will remain.  Due to the interior 
remodeling replacement and new rooftop mechanical units are needed.  The new units require an 
Appearance Review Certificate. 
 
Action Required 
The Appearance Review Commission can grant an Appearance Review Certificate provided they determine 
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. 

 
8. Design takes into consideration the relationship to the street and the pedestrian environment. 
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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 Façade Photo 
1.2 Roof Mechanical Plan 
1.3 Site Line Plan 
1.4 Mechanical Cut-Sheets 

 
Case Minutes 

August 4, 2014 111 Green Bay Road 
Firefly Kitchen Appearance Review Certificate and Sign Variation 
 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2014-AR-21, 111 Green Bay Road, Firefly Kitchen, for an 
Appearance Review Certificate to remodel the façade with new windows, paint, signage, and 
lighting, and a preliminary review of a sign variation request. 
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Ms. Klug stated the building was purchased from A la Carte and Firefly will be converting the 
building into a full service restaurant.  Firefly currently does catering in Chicago and the North 
Shore.  The chef is from New York and the restaurant will have a Brooklyn Bistro vibe.  They 
are addressing the façade in the current proposal.  The existing paint is peeling and the existing 
signs need to be removed.  They intend to use the needed maintenance as an opportunity to 
rebrand the building.  The proposal is to repaint the entire front façade with a charcoal colored 
paint.  The area above the storefront will be clad with reclaimed wood to create a new sign 
band.  A new window will be installed on the second floor between the two existing windows.  
New lighting will be installed over the wooden sign band. 
 
Mr. Bradford asked for a paint chip of the proposed building color. 
 
Ms. Kucher provided a Pantone paint chip of the charcoal gray.  Only the front of the building 
will be painted.  The sides and rear of the building are not currently painted and they were not 
proposing to paint those sides of the building.  The white paint color for the sign on the second 
floor would be slightly gray, but would show as white against the charcoal background. 
 
Ms. Klug said all of the existing windows would be replaced and a new window would be 
added to the second floor.  The window frames would be dark bronze with clear glass. 
 
Ms. Klug said the same type of exterior lighting fixtures above the storefront would also be 
used on the inside of the building. 
 
Mr. Bradford recommended they use an LED bulb for the exterior lighting fixtures so they 
aren’t constantly replacing bulbs. 
 
Ms. Klug said they would be fine using an LED bulb. 
 
Mr. Sheridan recommended they use a LED bulb with over 3,000k.  If they used something 
lower than that it will tend to emit a green light over time.  Also, something much over 3,000k 
will tend to be a white light. 
 
Ms. Klug said the idea behind painting a sign to the second floor wall was for two main 
reasons.  First, they wanted to place less wear and tear on the building, as opposed to affixing a 
heavy sign to the wall.  Second, they wanted to add a Brooklyn bistro feel by painting a sign on 
the exterior. 
 
Mr. Bradford said he didn’t have an issue with painting a sign directly to the exterior wall, but 
he would like to see the sign made smaller so that it fits better into the spacing of the windows 
and arch of the parapet.  He also thought the two window signs could be made smaller. 
 
Ms. Kucher said the rendering was not as accurate as the elevation drawing.  The window signs 
looked much smaller in the elevation drawing.  
 
Mr. Phillips pointed out the fonts used in the wall signage were not consistent.  Specifically the 
“R” is a different shape. 
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Ms. Klug said the lettering on the wall sign will be branded into the wood.  They will try to 
match the font as closely as possible to what is proposed. 
 
Mr. Elkins asked for an explanation of the sign coverage variation. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen explained the signable area for the first floor wall sign was defined as the top of 
the first floor windows to the bottom of the second floor windows in height by a width of the 
outer edge of the storefront windows to the outer edge of the opposite storefront window.  The 
area of the sign is calculated as the overall dimensions of the wooden background.  The 
wooden background covers 39.5% of the signable area, therefore, a 9.5% coverage variation is 
required.  The lettering by itself is only 13.2% of the signable area, so the extra background 
hurts them in this case. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked what type and size of wood was proposed. 
 
Ms. Klug stated they would be getting the reclaimed wood from Rebuild Chicago.  They work 
with their customers to provide custom pieces. 
 
Ms. Kucher said Rebuild Chicago is constantly turning over inventory and because their pieces 
are reclaimed wood they won’t actually know what the final product will be until they’re 
approved.  The boards would be roughly between 4 and 8 inch planks. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said because the planks will be between 4 and 8 inches, they will need to be 
pieced together to make a panel.  If the pieces are placed together so that a vertical reveal is 
created it would create a separation in the wooden background.  That way the background of 
the sign would become smaller and possibly no longer need a coverage variation. 
 
Ms. Klug said she liked that idea. 
 
Mr. Miller asked if the existing paneling they were removing was flush with the building. 
 
Ms. Klug said the building actually comes out over the existing panel. 
 
Mr. Bradford said the reason the Commission was encouraging the applicant to do something 
that was conforming was that variations need to be approved by the Village Board.  If the sign 
was conforming the Commission could approve the sign and the applicant could save time. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said the overall concept of the sign is very nice and will fit in well with the 
surrounding neighborhood.  He asked if they had thought about proposing any new 
landscaping. 
 
Mr. Klug said they were not proposing to add or replace any landscaping. 
 
Mr. Sheridan encouraged them to think about providing some landscaping at the entrance. 
 
Ms. Klug said they might need to rip up a part of the sidewalk to replace the water service 
coming into the building.  They could add some landscaping after that is fixed. 
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Mr. Sheridan told the applicant they would need to provide a photometric plan for the exterior 
lighting. 
 
Mr. Sheridan stated the commission wasn’t voting on the sign variation requests at this point, 
but he had reservations about the second floor wall sign.  He didn’t know how it met the 
standards of review. 
 
Ms. Klug stated they would be willing to give up the window signs if it meant they could have 
the second floor wall sign. 
 
Mr. Elkins shared an idea of modifying the second floor wall sign so that it was a back-lit wall 
sign instead of a painted sign.  The glow of a back-lit sign would go along with the firefly 
theme and it would eliminate one of the variations. 
 
Ms. Klug said they also had ideas of using firefly themed lighting on the interior. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said signs painted on the building were historically on the side of the building 
rather than the front.  He wondered if the applicant would consider painting the second floor 
sign on the side rather than the front. 
 
Ms. Klug said the main reason for having the sign was to provide advertising for train 
passengers.  A sign on the side would not be as visible from the train. 
 
Mr. Elkins said the Commission would need to see more information on the second floor 
lighting fixtures. 
 
Mr. Elkins moved to grant an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2014-AR-21 to remodel 
the storefront including installing new windows in dark bronze aluminum frames to replace 
existing windows and a new second floor window, installing reclaimed wood planks covering 
the storefront transom with widths between 4-8 inches run horizontally on the building, 
repainting the building with dark gray Pantone 425M paint and trim in a lighter gray Pantone 
2M paint, and installing lighting in antique brass above the wood planks centered over the 
entry, with the condition the applicant submit photometric plans for the lighting and provide 
further information on signage and second floor lighting.  The motion was seconded by Mr. 
Phillips.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, 
Miller, Phillips.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
 
September 8, 2014 111 Green Bay Road 
Firefly Kitchen Sign Variation and Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2014-AR-21, 111 Green Bay Road, Firefly Kitchen, requesting an 
Appearance Review Certificate for new landscaping and wall and window signs, a sign 
variation to paint a sign directly to a wall, a sign variation to display more than one window 
sign along a single street frontage and sign variation to display more than one wall sign along a 
single street frontage. 
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Mr. Sheridan asked if one of the sign variations had been eliminated from the previous 
submittal. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the wall sign coverage variation for the first floor wall sign had been 
eliminated.  The wooden background of the sign had been divided into three panels.  The 
middle panel where the business name would be displayed was within the 30% allowable 
coverage. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said there were three options presented in the landscape plans.  He asked Ms. 
Klug which option they wished to be approved. 
 
Ms. Klug said they were proposing to remove the bench and replace it with landscaping that 
would be salt tolerant.  She asked for the Commission’s expertise in determining which option 
would be the best. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said most of the landscaping shown in the proposal were annuals.  She 
was concerned with the financial commitment needed to constantly replace the landscaping 
each season.  She recommended option B which had some shrubs that wouldn’t need to be 
replaced each season.  The annuals could then be planted around the shrubs for a seasonal 
display, but the bulk of the landscaping would remain.  The railroad tie will take up a lot of 
room in the limited planting bed.  She recommended using a narrow wooden edging. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said he was concerned the railroad tie would become a tripping hazard if it were 
raised.  He thought it should be flush with the grade. 
 
Mr. Leven said the change in grade would cause the railroad tie to be raised above the sidewalk 
at some point. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said if the metal fence on the south end of the building remained it would 
eliminate the tripping hazard at that point. 
Mr. Bradford asked about the lighting on the front of the building. 
 
Ms. Klug presented the lighting fixture that would be installed to illuminate the second floor 
sign.  It would be located above the sign and shine down.  The existing up-light would be 
removed. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked how the electrical supply would be provided to the wall sconce. 
 
Mr. Levon said the electrical would be run on the back of the wall and the electrical box would 
be recessed so the fixture would be mounted flush to the wall. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked about the variation for the additional window sign. 
 
Ms. Klug said the owner wished to present a Brooklyn bistro feel to the restaurant.  The 
window signs reflected that design. 
 
Mr. Bradford said the window signs had been reduced in size from the original proposal. 
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Mr. Phillips said to make sure the font of their wall sign matches the other signs. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said she is having an issue applying the standards of review for the two 
window signs.  Only one window sign is permitted. 
 
Mr. Bradford said the two signs provide balance and were in keeping with the symmetry of the 
storefront. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said she liked the way the signs looked, but she was concerned this would 
be creating a precedent.  She didn’t know how the request was unique. 
 
Mr. Elkins said they were already getting a variation to install a second wall sign. 
 
Mr. Sheridan thought the request was consistent in design and scale with other signs nearby.  
Having two window signs to balance out and provide symmetry to the building looked better 
than having only one sign that was conforming. 
 
Mr. Phillips asked how close to the window a sign needed to be in order for it to be considered 
a sign. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said any sign located within 12 inches of the window is regulated by the sign 
code. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked how much smaller the window signs were from the original proposal. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the signs currently proposed were covering 8.4% of each window. 
 
Mr. Sheridan thought shrinking them to 5.0% of each window would make them too small. 
Ms. Klug said she thought the proposed signs are less obtrusive than the other signs along 
Green Bay Road. 
 
Mr. Bradford said the conditions along Green Bay Road are unique within the Village.  The 
Commission has been willing to grant other variations along Green Bay Road. 
 
Mr. Phillips asked that the light bulbs used for the exterior fixtures be consistent.  A 3000k 
LED bulb should be used to make sure a consistent color of light of displayed. 
 
Mr. Sheridan agreed, and said the 2700k bulb can turn a little green over time. 
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Findings of Fact 
The Commission found the proposed signs are consistent with the character of the surrounding 
property and would not negatively affect the health safety and welfare of the neighborhood.  
The design of the building and its location along Green Bay Road present a unique 
circumstance.  The symmetry of the building lends itself to needing consistent graphics on 
either side of the center entrance.  The additional window sign provides a consistent design to 
the symmetrical building.  The building historically displayed two wall signs which is 
consistent with other signs along Green Bay Road. 
 
Decision 
Ms. Woleben-Meade moved to grant an Appearance Review Certificate in Case 2014-AR-21, 
with the conditions that 1) landscape plan B is used with wood edging between 4-6 inches in 
height instead of railroad ties, 2) all of the signs use the same style of fonts, 3) exterior light 
fixtures use 3000k LED bulbs, 4) the wall pack be flush mounted to the wall; and to 
recommend granting a sign variation to paint a sign directly to a wall, a sign variation to 
display more than one window sign along a single street frontage, and a sign variation to 
display more than one wall sign along a single street frontage.  The motion was seconded by 
Mr. Phillips.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, 
Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
 
Mr. Elkins moved to authorize Chairman Sheridan to prepare the report and recommendation 
from the Commission for Case 2014-AR-21.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Bradford.  
Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Phillips, 
Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
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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. 
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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. 
 
Mr. Bradford moved to continue Case 2014-AR-24 to the October 6, 2014 meeting, where the 
railings and enclosures will be discussed.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Elkins.  Voting yes:  
Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  
Voting no:  none.  The motion carried. 
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Description of the Property 
The subject property is located on the southeast corner of Old Glenview Road and Skokie Boulevard in the 
NR, Neighborhood Retail Zoning District.  Surrounding uses include commercial and single-family 
residential across Old Glenview Road to the north, a senior living facility to the east, and commercial to the 
south and west. 
 
Description of Request 
The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to replace the existing roof with a modified 
style and color of shingles. 
 
The existing roof and flashing are proposed be removed and replaced with slate colored architectural 
shingles and new metal flashing to match the existing. 
 
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. 

 
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. 
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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 Roof Plan 
1.2 Photos of Existing Roof 
1.3 Shingle Cut-sheet 

 
Case Minutes 

September 8, 2014 50-126 Skokie Boulevard 
Wilmette Commons Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2014-AR-27, Wilmette Commons, for the preliminary review of an 
Appearance Review Certificate to replace the existing roof with a modified color and material 
of shingles. 
 
Mr. Brooker said they are proposing the replace the existing roof.  The existing shingles are 
approximately 25 years old.  There has been patchwork that has been done over time.  They 
were now proposing the replace the entire roof.  The proposed shingle was a slate colored 
architectural shingle.  He would also like to replace the existing sheet metal flashing and fascia 
with slate blue metal sheeting. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said the slate blue metal sheeting wouldn’t work well with the color of the 
existing brick. 



Case 2014-AR-27 
 50-126 Skokie Blvd 
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The Commission agreed the slate blue wasn’t a good choice and reviewed other color options 
with the applicant.  The style and color of the singles was fine, but they encouraged the 
applicant to consider using a color similar to the existing sheet metal which was tan and worked 
well with the existing brick.  More thought needed to be put towards the color combination. 
 
Mr. Brooker said he would go back to the owner and suggest they stick with a color similar to 
the existing sheet metal.  If the owner wants to do something else, they would need to come 
back to the Commission and present the alternative. 
 






















