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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, AUGUST 4, 2014  

7:30 P.M. 

SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM 

 

 
Members Present: William Bradford  

Dan Collyer 
Daniel Elkins 
Mason Miller  
Craig Phillips  
Tim Sheridan, Chairman 

 
Members Absent:  Carrie Woleben-Meade 
  
Guests: Abbie Stevens, 825 Green Bay Road 
 Donley Klug, 111 Green Bay Road 
 Sarah Kucher 111 Green Bay Road 
 
Staff Present:  Lucas Sivertsen, Planner III 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER 

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

 
II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES; APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION MEETING 

OF JULY 7, 2014. 

 

Mr. Phillips moved the Commission approve the July 7, 2014 meeting minutes as 
submitted.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Bradford.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan 
and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips.  Voting no: none.  The 

motion carried. 
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III. CONSENT AGENDA 

 

Mr. Elkins moved to approve an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2014-AR-22, 350 
Ridge, Domino’s, Wall Sign and Case 2014-AR-23, 111 Skokie Boulevard, Weinstein 
Funeral Home, Ground sign.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Bradford.  Voting yes: 
Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, and Phillips.  
Voting no:  none.  The motion carried. 
 

 
IV. CASES 

 

2014-AR-20 825 Green Bay Road 

Osprey Capital Sign Variation 

 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2014-AR-20, 825 Green Bay Road, Osprey Capital for a sign 
variation to display a sign not fronting on a public street. 
 
Ms. Stevens stated they were requesting a variation to install a sign on the south side of the 
building just as Hoffman Commercial Real Estate had done. 
 
Mr. Bradford said this case was similar to other cases on Green Bay Road such as Illinois 
Bone and Joint at 521 Green Bay Road and Walgreens directly to the south. 
 
Mr. Phillips said the only issue he noticed was that the existing row of arborvitae along the 
south property line would block the view of the sign from motorists traveling northbound 
on Green Bay Road. 
 
Ms. Kucher acknowledged some of the view would be blocked, but they still felt the sign 
could be seen from some angles as northbound motorists approached the building.  It would 
also mirror the other signs on the building. 
 
Mr. Bradford said there was a similar issue when Sports Authority requested signage on the 
rear of their building facing the Edens Expressway.  Some existing vegetation obscured 
views of the sign.  The sign was ultimately granted approval. 
 
Mr. Phillips asked why the variation wasn’t requested when the other sign was installed 
fronting Green Bay Road. 
 
Ms. Kucher said she wasn’t employed with the company at that time and didn’t know the 
reasoning. 
 
Mr. Elkins said he thought motorists who were driving at slower speeds as they approached 
the intersection would be able to notice the sign. 
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Mr. Sheridan posed an alternative to install the sign on the second floor of the building, 
thereby limiting the view obstruction caused by the arborvitae. 
 
There was general agreement among the Commission that the first floor would be the better 
location for the sign. 
 
Mr. Phillips referenced the sign variation approval granted for Illinois Bone and Joint 
Institute.  He said after all of the time spent reviewing the sign request, the sign has still not 
been installed well after it was approved.  He wondered if there was a condition that would 
require the applicant to install the sign within a certain amount of time before the approval 
expired. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said sign variations didn’t automatically have an expiration, but that the 
Commission could place conditions on their recommendation. 
 
Mr. Bradford said Zoning Board of Appeals cases include expiration dates.  They must 
apply for permits within six months of approval. 
 
Ms. Kucher said they intended to install the sign shortly after its approval. 
 
Findings of Fact 

The Commission found the petitioner was faced with an unusual difficulty due to the 
location of the building in relation to Green Bay Road.  The building is setback very close 
to the roadway and did not provide a good line of sight for motorists to identify the wall 
sign facing Green Bay Road.  The main entrance to the building was also not fronting on 
Green Bay Road.  The sign is consistent with other signs along Green Bay Road that 
received previous variations. 
 
Decision 

Mr. Bradford moved to recommend approval for a sign variation to install a sign not 
fronting a public street with the condition that the sign will be installed within 120 days of 
sign variation approval.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Phillips.  Voting yes:  Chairman 
Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips.  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-20.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Elkins.  
Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, 
Phillips.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
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2014-AR-21 111 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. 
 
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 the 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. 
 
Mr. Klug said the exterior lighting fixtures above the storefront would also be 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. 
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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. 
 
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 
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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. 
 
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 
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planks centered over the entry, with the condition the applicant submit photometric plans 
for the lighting and provide further information on signage.  The motion was seconded by 
Mr. Phillips.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, 
Elkins, Miller, Phillips.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 
V. NEW BUSINESS 

 
The Commission discussed the administration of the Westlake Plaza Local Sign Ordinance. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said the tenant signage at Westlake Plaza must be white unless they use a 
color that is part of the business’s corporate logo.  If the business has a standard sign color 
that is not part of their corporate logo they would not be able to use that color in their sign 
at Westlake Plaza. 
 

VI. ADJOURNMENT 

 
At 8:45 p.m., Mr. Bradford moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was seconded by 
Mr. Phillips.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, 
Elkins, Miller, Phillips.  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 5, 2014 

 

To:  Chairman Sheridan and the Appearance Review Commission 
 
From:   Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
  Business Development Planner 
 
Re:  Consent Agenda for September 8, 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, September 8, 
2014 and I will notify the petitioner to be present at the meeting to discuss the proposal. 
 
2014-AR-26 Exhibit 1148 Wilmette Avenue 

 
The petitioner wishes to install new awning signs for the new business. 
 

Sign Ordinance Proposed Sign  

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

An awning sign is proposed for the Wilmette 
Avenue frontage. 

An awning sign is allowed up to 20% 
coverage. 

The proposed awning sign has 5.0% coverage. 

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

Proposed information on the awning sign includes 
the business name. 

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

The business name is proposed to be displayed on 
four awnings in five inch tall lettering. 

 
The proposed awning sign consists of white vinyl on a marine blue awning.  The existing awning frames 
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 
 
 



2014-AR-28 Koya in Wilmette 1116 Central Avenue 

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

Sign Ordinance Proposed Sign  

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

A window sign is proposed for the Central Avenue 
frontage. 

A window sign is allowed up to 10% coverage 
when displayed in addition to a wall or awning 
sign. 

The proposed window sign has 10% coverage. 

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

Proposed information on the window sign includes 
the business name and logo. 

 
The proposed window sign is proposed on the eastern most window.  It will consist of colored vinyl 
applied directly to the glass.  The existing window signs will be removed. 
 
Applicable Sections of the Wilmette Zoning Ordinance: 
16-10.K states the regulations for window signs 
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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 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 a sign variation to 
display more than one wall sign along a single street frontage. 

 

Applicable Provisions of 20-3.5, Appearance Review Commission Powers 
Ordinances: 20-5.7, Appearance Review Certificate 
 20-5.5  Sign Variations 
 20-16  Sign Regulation 
 

Meeting Date:    August 4, 2014 
     September 8, 2014 
 
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 
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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 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 a sign variation to display more than one wall sign along a single 
street frontage. 
 
Four signs are proposed including two window signs, and two wall signs.  Both window signs will be 
2’-5” squared.  The first story wall sign will be branded into reclaimed wood.  The second story wall 
sign will be painted directly onto the existing façade.  Several sign variations will be required including 
the following: 
 

1. Variation to display more than one window sign along a single street frontage. 
2. Variation to display more than one wall sign along a single street frontage. 
3. Variation to paint a sign directly onto a wall. 

 
Action Required 

The Appearance Review Commission can grant an Appearance Review Certificate and recommend 
granting sign variations provided they determine the applicant 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-21. 
 
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. 
 
Sign Variation Standards of Review 

 
Unusual Circumstances: 

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

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

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

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

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

Location Maps and Plans 
 
1.1 Façade Elevation 
1.2 Façade Rendering 
1.3 Landscaping 
1.4 Building Signage Detail 
1.5 Building Signage Plan 
1.6 Lighting Fixture Specifications 
1.7 Photometric Plan 
1.8 Window Frame Specifications 

 
Case Minutes 

August 4, 2014 Draft Minutes 111 Green Bay Road  

 
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. 
 
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. 
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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 the 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. 
 
Mr. Klug said the exterior lighting fixtures above the storefront would also be 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. 
 
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. 
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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. 
 
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. 
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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.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Phillips.  Voting yes:  
Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips.  Voting no: 
none.  The motion carried. 

 

 



LOGO PAINTED TO BRICK FACADE 
IN PANTONE COOL GRAY 2

NEW LIGHTS: RESTORATION 
HARDWARE : #68050120 ABRS

THIRD WINDOW ADDED TO MATCH 
EXISTING WINDOWS.  EXISTING 
SHUTTERS AND FLOWER BOXES TO 
BE REMOVED

WOOD PLANKS MOUNTED TO 
BUILDING WITH BRANDED 
RESTAURANT NAME.  NO FIRE 
RETARDANT NEEDED BECAUSE LESS 
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Report to the Appearance Review Commission 
from the  

Community Development Department 
 

Case Number:    2014-AR-22 
 

Property:    350 Ridge Road 
 
Zoning District: NR, Neighborhood Retail Zoning District 
 

Petitioner:    Domino’s 
 

Request:     The petitioner requests a 13.1% wall sign coverage variation. 
   
Applicable Provisions of  20-5.5  Sign Variations 
Ordinances:    20-16  Sign Regulations 
 
Meeting Date:    September 8, 2014 
 
Date of Application:   August 15, 2014 
 

Notices:    Notice of Public Hearing dated August 18, 2014 
     Certificate of Posting dated August 19, 2014 
     Affidavit of personal notice dated August 19, 2014 
     Legal Notice published in Wilmette Beacon on August 21, 2014 
 
Report Prepared By:   Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
     Business Development Planner 
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Description of the Property 

The subject property is approximately 110 feet south of Wilmette Avenue on the east side of Ridge Road 
in the NR, Neighborhood Retail, Zoning District.  The property is improved with a two-story commercial 
building currently occupied by personal service and office tenants, and formerly occupied by a convenience 
store.  Surrounding uses include an automobile service station to the north, townhomes to the east, a single-
family home to the south and a mix of commercial uses across the street to the west. 
 
Description of Request 

The petitioner requests a 13.1% wall sign coverage variation. 
 
The signable area of the wall sign is 38.85 square feet and includes only the area of the fascia below 
the gable.  The proposed sign is 16.76 square feet in area with a coverage of 43.1%.  The zoning 
ordinance limited wall sign coverage to 30%, therefore, a 13.1% wall sign coverage variation is 
required. 
 
Action Required 

The Appearance Review Commission may recommend granting a variation provided they determine 
the proposal meets the following standards of review. 
 
(After the vote on the request) 
Move to authorize the chairman to prepare the report and recommendation from the Appearance 
Review Commission for case number 2014-AR-22. 
 

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. 
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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 

 





Report to the Appearance Review Commission 
from the  

Department of Community Development 
 

Case Number: 2014-AR-24 

 
Property: 1616 Sheridan Road 
 

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

Petitioner: 1616 Sheridan Condominium Association 
 

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

 

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

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

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

The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to modify existing balconies. 
 
The existing balconies at 1616 Sheridan are in need of repair.  Some of the balconies have enclosures 
and others have only a metal railing.  The proposal calls for removal of all of the balconies and enclosures 
and repairs to the concrete.  New railings and enclosures would be installed with metal frames with clear 
glass.  As in the existing configuration, some units will have enclosures and some will have railings.  
The new enclosures will have sliding glass windows.  A sample of the railing will be provided at the 
meeting. 
 
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. 
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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 Cover letter 
1.2 Existing photos 
1.3 Rendering of proposal 
1.4 Elevations 
1.5 Construction Documents 































 

















Report to the Appearance Review Commission 
from the  

Community Development Department 
 

Case Number:    2014-AR-25 
 

Property:    521 Green Bay Road 
 
Zoning District: VC, Village Center Zoning District 
 

Petitioner:    Illinois Bone & Joint Institute 
 

Request:     The petitioner requests an amendment to a previously granted 
variation to install a sign not fronting a street. 

   
Applicable Provisions of  20-5.5  Sign Variations 
Ordinances:    20-16  Sign Regulations 
 
Meeting Date:    September 8, 2014 
 
Date of Application:   July 31, 2014 
 

Notices:    Notice of Public Hearing dated August 18, 2014 
     Certificate of Posting dated August 19, 2014 
     Affidavit of personal notice dated August 20, 2014 
     Legal Notice published in Wilmette Beacon on August 21, 2014 
 
Report Prepared By:   Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
     Business Development Planner 
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Description of the Property 

The subject property is located on the west side of Green Bay Road between Wilmette Avenue and Linden 
Avenue in the GC-1, General Commercial zoning district.  Surrounding uses include an office building to 
the south, automobile service-station to the north, Union Pacific right-of-way to the east across Green Bay 
Road, and single-family residential to the west. 
 
Description of Request 

The petitioner requests an amendment to a previously granted variation to install a sign not fronting a 
street. 
 
Upon completion of structural and architectural drawings the petitioner discovered the sign as 
approved by the Appearance Review Commission would require demolition and remodeling of the 
tenant space to accommodate the structural support needed to install the sign.  The petitioner would 
like to modify the approved location so that the tenant space will not be affected. 
 

Action Required 

The Appearance Review Commission may recommend granting a variation provided they determine 
the proposal meets the following standards of review. 
 
(After the vote on the request) 
Move to authorize the chairman to prepare the report and recommendation from the Appearance 
Review Commission for case number 2014-AR-25. 
 

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. 
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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 Email dated July 22, 2014 
1.2 Rendering 
1.3 Architectural plans 
1.4 Structural plans 
1.5 Sign approved January 22, 2013 

 
Case Minutes 

October 8, 2012 521 Green Bay Road 
Illinois Bone & Joint Institute Sign Variation 
 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2012-AR-31 for a sign variation to display a sign not fronting on a 
street. 
 
Mr. Debb explained his client, Illinois Bone & Joint Institute (IBJI), was requesting permission 
to install an illuminated wall sign on the front of the building, and an illuminated wall sign on the 
north side of the building. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the other sign in the submittal was a directional sign that is conforming to the 
sign regulations and did not require a permit or an Appearance Review Certificate. 
 
Mr. Debb explained the sign on the north side of the building would be recessed into the existing 
wall so that it did not extend over the property line.  The photo rendering was taken from the 
property to the north where an existing convenience mart is located.  The photo does not show 
the existing ground sign for the automobile repair shop.  The purpose for the wall sign is to 
identify the Illinois Bone & Joint Institute before drivers get too close to the building and are 
unable to slow down in time to turn into the parking garage. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said the commission needs to base their decision off the standards of review 
and she was wondering how this request met the standard of an unusual circumstance. 
 
Mr. Debb said the unusual circumstance was that you couldn’t see the sign on front of the 
building until you are already at the building. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked how that is different than any other building along Green Bay Road. 
 
Mr. Debb said he didn’t think it was different, but that this section of Green Bay Road has traffic 
moving at higher speeds than where IBJI used to be located. 
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Mr. Bradford said there are other locations on Green Bay Road where signs are not facing the 
street.  Walgreens has an illuminated wall sign facing north, Fifth Third Bank has an illuminated 
sign on the south side, Homers has a sign painted on the north side of the building, and West End 
Antiques has a directional sign on the south side.  If the variation was granted he didn’t feel like 
the Village would be setting a precedent because of these other instances. 
 
Chairman Sheridan read the second standard of review regarding Character and Appearance. 
 
Mr. Phillips asked if the proposed sign on the north side had a tan background to match the brick. 
 
Mr. Debb said he preferred not have a tan background, but because the sign needed to be 
recessed they needed a background of some color to cover up the masonry behind the brick wall.  
He said they could also install the lettering on a raceway similar to how the sign is proposed on 
the front of the building. 
 
Chairman Sheridan read the third standard of review, Not-Self Created.  He felt the proposed 
sign variation may be self-created because they designed where the entrance to the parking 
garage would be located. 
 
Mr. Phillips asked Mr. Debb what the hardship was for needing the sign variation. 
 
Mr. Debb said the hardship was that patients can’t find the building. 
 
Mr. Bradford said this request was similar to the sign variation for Care in the Home at 1200 
Central for the second floor tenant.  The patients and customers were having a difficult time 
locating the offices because they didn’t have a sign viewable from the street. 
 
Mr. Elkins said it was interesting that drivers traveling south would not be able to see the sign on 
the face of the building until after they pass the entrance.  He said the need for the variation is 
self-created because they are the ones that came up with the plan for how the building would 
circulate. 
 
The commission discussed the idea of installing a blade sign on the front of the building to help 
drivers identify the entrance.  Chairman Sheridan asked what would be better, a blade sign off 
the front of the building or a wall sign on the side? 
 
Mr. Bradford said given the speed of the traffic on Green Bay Road, a blade sign might not be 
that effective unless it was very large. 
 
Mr. Elkins said if the blade sign were smaller and only had the logo and not the name of the 
business he didn’t know if that would be enough identification for drivers to recognize the logo 
as being IBJI. 
 
Chairman Sheridan said as far as the design of the sign the only purpose for the backer panel was 
to hide the wiring for the sign.  The sign could be installed on a raceway instead, but then the 
wall behind the brick would be exposed.  The backer panel provides a clean surface for the letters 
to be installed upon. 
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Mr. Debb said with the range of brick colors on the north side of the wall it’s going to be difficult 
to match the backer panel with the wall.  He said the contrast of a darker brown might work 
better. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade thought the safety concern of traffic stopping abruptly if they didn’t see the 
entrance sooner might be a reason for granting the variation.  She wasn’t supportive of having 
another sign on Green Bay Road, but thought the safety concern was a legitimate reason to grant 
the variation. 
 
Mr. Debb said this was an important sign for them.  The idea for the sign was based off 
comments from customers.  Drivers from the north were more of a concern because most of their 
customers to the south visit another office. 
 
Mr. Elkins stated if the sign was conforming he did not have a problem with the sign itself.  The 
backer panel of the sign will be difficult to blend with the wall. 
 
Mr. Debb said if the commission felt it was too difficult to match the wall, he suggested 
contrasting with the wall by using a darker brown or grey. 
 
Mr. Phillips said he thought it would look worse to try and match the color than if you used a 
contrasting color.  He also asked if Illinois Bone & Joint Institute also went by the acronym, 
IBJI.  He asked Mr. Debb is that would be an acceptable compromise to display the logo and 
letters IBJI rather than the entire name spelled out? 
 
Mr. Debb said maybe the letter height could be increased if only the logo and letters IBJI were 
used. 
 
Mr. Hedlund who owned the property to the south and across the alley thought the sign as 
proposed was fine, but thought the darker brown color for the backer panel was more 
appropriate. 
 
Chairman Sheridan asked if the installer would saw-cut the wall and install a lintel? 
 
Mr. Debb said the sign face would be flush with the wall and be setback approximately three and 
a half to four inches within the wall.  The existing wall was facebrick with 12 inches of Concrete 
Masonry Unit (CMU). 
 
Mr. Elkins asked if they would be cutting into the CMU. 
 
Mr. Debb said they would not be cutting into the CMU. 
 
Mr. Elkins asked if the lettering and backer panel will fit into the 4 inch deep recess when the 
brick is removed. 
 
Mr. Debb said it would fit into the four inch deep recess. 
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Mr. Phillips said for the traffic safety reason he could consider supporting the sign, but that he 
still was not comfortable with the size. 
 
Mr. Debb asked what would be a more acceptable size. 
 
Mr. Phillips asked if the number of the letters could be reduced. 
 
Mr. Elkins said it would be helpful to know how large the sign was for the auto repair shop to the 
south. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said he was concerned how the sign would be constructed and installed in only a 
four inch deep recess.  He believed the sign was more like eight inches thick than 4 inches thick. 
 
Mr. Debb said he would get a structural engineer to design how the wall would be modified to 
allow a sign to be installed within its recess. 
 
Chairman Sheridan asked for a section drawing of the wall showing how the sign will be 
installed and how the surround for the sign will be constructed. 
 
Mr. Debb said he will get more information about the wall and actual dimensions of the sign and 
come back to the commission. 
 
Chairman Sheridan said without the actual dimensions and section drawing he had a concern 
whether or not the sign would be considered a box sign which is prohibited by the Village. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked for the petitioner to bring color samples when they come back. 
 
Chairman Sheridan said he wanted to continue the discussion of the sign variation, but that he 
didn’t want to hold them up on their conforming wall sign on the front of the building. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said they could vote on the Appearance Review Certificate for the wall sign facing 
Green Bay Road and continue the rest of the case to the next meeting. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if there was a concern of the wall sign’s illumination because it was 
so close to the side property line. 
 
Mr. Debb summarized what he would bring back to them at the next meeting including a section 
drawing to scale from a structural engineer showing the lintel and sign, color samples, a photo 
from Green Bay from the driver’s perspective showing the exiting signs and the proposed sign 
superimposed on the side of the building. 
 
Mr. Elkins moved to approve an Appearance Review Certificate for case 2012-AR-31, 521 
Green Bay Road, specifically for the conforming wall sign facing Green Bay Road, and the 
conforming window sign, excluding the exempt directional sign, and the sign on the north 
elevation requiring a sign variation.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Bradford.  Voting yes: 
Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Elkins, Phillips, and Woleben-Meade.  Voting 
no: none.  The motion carried. 
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Mr. Bradford moved to continue the remaining portion of the case for the non-conforming wall 
sign on the north side of the building to the November 5, 2012 meeting.  The motion was 
seconded by Mr. Elkins.  Voting yes: Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Elkins, 
Phillips, and Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

 

December 3, 2012 521 Green Bay Road 
Illinois Bone & Joint Institute Sign Variation 
 
Mr. Debb stated there were two items he wanted to address from the last meeting including the 
design of the lintel and the plan for waterproofing the exterior wall once the existing face brick is 
removed.  A steel lintel would be installed just above the proposed sign panel.  It would likely 
not be visible from street level.  He submitted a drawing showing the lintel.  He said an 
aluminum panel would fit into the recess of the building.  The sign would then be attached to the 
recessed panel. 
 
Mr. Bradford asked Mr. Debb where exactly the sign would be installed on the building. 
 
Mr. Debb said the top of the sign panel would align with the bottom of the belt course on the 
front elevation. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said the section drawing submitted wasn’t detailed enough to show how the wall 
would be waterproofed.  He understood the applicant didn’t want to spend a lot of money to pay 
a structural engineer to provide complete drawings if the variation wouldn’t be granted; however, 
the design could affect the appearance which is something the commission needs to consider. 
 
Mr. Sheridan and the Commissioners worked with the applicant to draw a detail showing how 
the wall could be waterproofed. 
 
Mr. Phillips asked if patients were complaining they couldn’t find the building.  He also asked if 
they were looking for an address, or a sign that said Illinois Bone & Joint Institute. 
 
Mr. Debb said they’re really looking for the Illinois Bone & Joint Institute. 
 
Mr. Phillips asked if having the address on the north side of the building instead of the proposed 
sign would help patients find the building. 
 
Mr. Debb said it would be better than nothing, but that people were looking for the name rather 
than the address. 
 
Mr. Bradford said that portion of Green Bay Road has many gaps between buildings that make it 
hard to for motorists to follow the addresses as they drive down the street. 
 
Chairman Sheridan asked what happened to the idea of using the initials “IBJI” instead of 
spelling out the entire name. 
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Mr. Debb said his tenant did not want just the initials, but that if that’s what the Commission 
decided then that’s what they would live with. 
 
Chairman Sheridan asked if they had determined how far away from the front of the building the 
sign would be placed.  He recommended the sign be at least 32 inches away from the corner. 
 
The Commissioners reviewed color samples provided by the applicant. 
 
The Commission discussed the wording for the sign. 
 
Mr. Phillips said the initials “IBJI” were used in their advertising and on their website.  He also 
stated a patient will know where the building is located after their first visit, so the problem of 
not finding the building is only going to happen once at most. 
 
Mr. Bradford said the letters “IBJI” would not help him find the building. 
 
Mr. Phillips asked how the sign would change if you removed the word “Institute” from the sign. 
 
Mr. Debb said he thought it would reduce the height of the sign by 8 inches. 
 
Mr. Elkins said he had no issue with the sign; however, he didn’t know how visible the sign 
would be given the location of the neighboring pole mounted ground sign.  He also pointed out 
the sign on the front of the building spelled out the entire name rather than using the letters 
“IBJI”. 
 
Mr. Bradford said he didn’t feel strongly either way about the lettering of the sign. 
 
Ms. Nicholls said she thought the sign looked better recessed as currently proposed and didn’t 
have an issue with the request. 
 
Findings of Fact 

The Commission finds the petitioner is presented with an unusual difficulty that was not created 
by the petitioner’s own doing.  The location of the building on the property and the location of 
the building on the block create a hazard for motorists attempting to find the building and enter 
the parking lot entrance.  The sign will help provide motorists additional notice of the building’s 
tenant when driving southbound on Green Bay Road.  The message of the sign is consistent with 
the sign on the front of the building and is consistent in scale with other signs in the area. 
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Decision 

Mr. Bradford moved to recommend a sign variation to install a wall sign on the north side of the 
building at 521 Green Bay Road with the conditions that the recessed masonry be covered on all 
four sides with prefinished aluminum paneling that is not a box sign, that a two piece flashing be 
installed at the sill underneath the aluminum, that the color of the prefinished aluminum be a dark 
bronze as submitted, that the top of the sign be aligned with the bottom of the belt course on the 
east face of the building, and that the eastern edge of the sign be approximately 32 inches from 
the northeast corner of the building.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Elkins.  Voting Yes: 
Chairman Sheridan and Commissioners Bradford, Elkins, Nicholls, Phillips, and Woleben-
Meade.  Voting No: none.  The motion carried. 
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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 
 
 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT (847) 853-7520 
DEPARTMENT FAX (847) 853-7701

 
September 5, 2014 

 
To:  Chairman Sheridan and the Appearance Review Commission 
 
From:  Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
 
Subject: Preliminary Review, Wilmette Commons 
 
Next Realty, owner of Wilmette Commons, has requested a preliminary review of an 
Appearance Review Certificate.  An application has been received and is scheduled for the 
October 6, 2014 Appearance Review Commission meeting. 
 
The scope of work includes the removal of the existing light gray shingles down to the base 
substrate.  New charcoal architectural shingles would be installed.  Because the color and type of 
shingles are proposed to change an Appearance Review Certificate is required.  Due to their 
schedule, they would like the Commission to provide a preliminary review so they can start the 
work as soon as possible. 
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