
 
 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, IL  60091 

 
 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT (847) 853-7550 
DEPARTMENT Fax (847) 853-7701 

 TDD (847) 853-7634 
NOTICE OF MEETING 

of the  
APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION 

OF THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE 
 

Monday, October 5, 2015 at 7:30 P.M. 
Second Floor Training Room 

AGENDA 
 
I. Call to Order. 

II. Approval of Minutes. 

Minutes of the Appearance Review Commission of August 31, 2015.  
III. Continuances 

 2015-AR-06, 422-444 Ridge Road, BCH 422, LLC, Appearance Review 
Certificate 

 2015-AR-20, 135 Green Bay Road, IL Center for Digestive and Liver Health, 
Appearance Review Certificate 

IV. Cases 

 2015-AR-27, 3207 Lake Avenue, 13A, North Shore Kitchen & Bath, Sign 
Variation 

 2015-AR-31, 1500 Sheridan Road, 1500 Sheridan Home Owner’s Association, 
Appearance Review Certificate 

 2015-AR-36, 911 Michigan Avenue, Michigan Shores Club, Appearance 
Review Certificate 

V. Public Comment 

VI. Adjournment 

Tim Sheridan, Chair 

 
IF YOU ARE A PERSON WITH A DISABILITY AND NEED SPECIAL ACCOMMODATIONS TO PARTICIPATE 

 IN AND/OR ATTEND A VILLAGE OF WILMETTE PUBLIC MEETING, PLEASE NOTIFY THE VILLAGE  
MANAGER’S OFFICE AT (847) 853-7509 OR TDD  (847) 853-7634 AS SOON AS POSSIBLE. 
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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 31, 2015  

7:30 P.M. 

SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM 

 

 
Members Present: Tim Sheridan, Chairman 

William Bradford  
Dan Collyer  
Daniel Elkins  
Mason Miller  
Craig Phillips  
Carrie Woleben-Meade 

 
Members Absent:  None 
 
Guests: Lindsay Brown, 318 Linden Avenue 
 Mary Bowman, 835 Westerfield Drive 
 John Olvany, 803 Chestnut Avenue 
 Bob Reichner, 807 Chestnut Avenue 
 Dean Lindsay, 808 Chestnut Avenue 
 
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 3, 2015. 

 

Mr. Elkins moved the Commission approve the August 3, 2015 meeting minutes as 
amended.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Phillips.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan, and 
Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: 
none.  The motion carried. 

 

III. CONTINUANCES 

 

Mr. Bradford moved to continue Case 2015-AR-06, 422-444 Ridge Road, BCH 422; and 
Case 2015-AR-20, 135 Green Bay Road, IL Center for Digestive Health to the October 5, 
2015 meeting.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Woleben-Meade.  Voting yes:  Chairman 
Sheridan, and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  
Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

IV. CONSENT AGENDA 

 

Mr. Phillips moved to approve the consent agenda consisting of Case 2015-AR-32, 1146 
Wilmette Avenue, Gusto of Wilmette, Wall and Window Sign; 2015-AR-33, 1000 Ridge 
Road, Accu Build Development, Projecting Sign; 2015-AR-34, 515 4th Street, Isabella’s 
Hair Design, Awning Sign.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Bradford.  Voting yes:  
Chairman Sheridan, and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, 
Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

V. CASES 

 
2015-AR-28 312-322 Linden Avenue 

312-322 Linden Preservation Assoc. Appearance Review Certificate 

 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2015-AR-28, 312-322 Linden Avenue, for an Appearance 
Review Certificate to modify the roof color and material. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said he thought the shingles looked fine, but he wanted to know if the 
proposal included replacing the sheet metal around the chimneys and other protrusions. 
 
Mr. Lindsay Brown said they would be replacing the existing sheet metal with the same 
type and color of sheet metal. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade moved to approve an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2015-
AR-28, 312-322 Linden Avenue, as submitted with the condition that the new sheet metal 
will match the existing.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Bradford.  Voting yes:  
Chairman Sheridan, and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, 
Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
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2015-AR-29 1415-1437 Sheridan Road 

Westerfield Square Home Owners Association Appearance Review Certificate 

 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2015-AR-29, 1415-1437 Sheridan Road, Westerfield Square 
Home Owners Association, for an Appearance Review Certificate to install landscaping 
along the south property line. 
 
Ms. Mary Bowman stated this project was to recapture the use of land that had not been 
used for some time.  An existing stockade fence is setback significantly from the sidewalk.  
They are requesting approval to install arborvitae with pachysandra in front, closer to the 
street.  On the angular corner they would transplant existing hostas and daylilies.  The 
genesis of the project was to find additional space to push their snow.  There are multiple 
locations where they push snow all over the property; however, they still need to pay snow 
removal companies to haul snow off the site.  They are trying to create additional area for 
snow storage by removing the fence.  The arborvitae will be six feet in height when 
planted.  It is their intent to use the arborvitae to screen their parking lot for the benefit of 
their neighbors. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked about the existing trees in the project area. 
 
Ms. Bowman said the existing maple trees would be pruned, but the hawthorn shrubs are 
dead and would be removed. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said arborvitae are salt sensitive plants and wanted to know what how 
the applicant was proposing to protect the trees from salt. 
 
Ms. Bowman said the trees would be setback from the sidewalk.  She spoke to the 
landscape architect about drainage concerns with the proposal.  One of the options they 
could do is to berm the area where the trees will be planted. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said they could also consider installing burlap around the base of the 
trees. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said the fence along the east corner of the property returns back to the 
garage.  The hedge does not return back to the garage, so she was wondering how that 
would be screened. 
 
Ms. Bowman said the hedge will extend into the sides of the existing fence. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked if the portion of the fence running along the west property line will 
stay. 
 
Ms. Bowman said that portion of fence will stay. 
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Mr. Sheridan said the proposed hedge will cut back at a 45 degree angle toward the 
neighbor to the west and provide roughly 10-12 feet of clearance from the sidewalk.  That 
should be enough to see people while backing up. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade pointed out the hedge is shown appropriately setback a few feet from 
the property line so as the tree grows it doesn’t need to be trimmed back from the sidewalk.  
The rest of the landscaping that was done last year on Westerfield Square turned out very 
nice. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked if anyone in the audience would like to speak. 
 
Mr. Dean Lindsay, 808 Chestnut Avenue, said he abuts the subject property on the west.  
He said he has met with Ms. Bowman and the landscaping committee of the townhome 
association.  He had three items to discuss including the safety issue of the hedge while he 
backs out of the driveway.  He said he has trouble looking back over his shoulder while 
backing out of his driveway.  Because of the way the driveway and garage are configured, 
they back out of the driveway.  The second issue is the drainage on that area of the 
property.  While much of the snow is taken away, the amount of snow melt is tremendous 
and causes water to drain across the sidewalk on Chestnut Avenue.  It makes the area 
boggy and plants don’t do well.  The drainage swale was brought up as a potential solution 
when they met.  The third issue is one of aesthetics.  When the hawthorns are removed it 
will open up a huge area.  The most important issue, however, is the safety issue.  He 
distributed photos to the Commission of the subject area to explain his ideas.  He put some 
tape on the Westerfield Square property to see what the 45 degree angle would look like as 
he would back out of his driveway.  There’s a huge amount of traffic on the sidewalk 
because of Langdon Park.  He asked the landscape committee if the angle could be 
softened a little, and move the hedge over an additional nine feet, to provide extra visibility 
while he backs out of the driveway. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked Ms. Bowman if she was open to the additional nine feet of 
visibility that Mr. Lindsay was requesting. 
 
Ms. Bowman said she discussed this with Mr. Lindsay and Mr. Tom Nathan, Westerfield 
Square Townhome Association President.  They discussed a compromise with Mr. Lindsay 
and came up with a distance of 20 feet from the driveway to the point where the hedge 
begins to return. 
 
Mr. Lindsay said he is willing to compromise, but his main concern is safety. 
 
Ms. Bowman asked Mr. Sivertsen to explain the Village’s sight line requirements. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said he spoke to the Engineering Department which oversees public ways 
and regulates sight lines.  The Village has requirements for sight line obstructions at the 
intersection of two roadways, but there are no sight line requirements for intersections of 
alleys and sidewalks, alleys and streets, or driveways and sidewalks. 
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Mr. Lindsay said the other issue is the drainage of the property and cut through traffic.  
People cannot walk through a stockade fence, but they can walk through shrubs.  Mr. 
Nathan, Ms. Bowman and Mr. Lindsay had discussed earlier the idea of putting up a 
temporary fence behind the hedge to prevent pedestrian cut-through traffic.  He is in favor 
of the arborvitae hedge, but he is not in favor of the void left by the removal of the 
hawthorn shrubs. 
 
Ms. Bowman said the landscaping will only improve the aesthetics of the existing area.  
The stockade fence is in bad shape and the hawthorn shrubs are dead.  A zelkova tree has 
been planted and the maple trees will remain and be pruned. 
 
Mr. Bob Reichner said their main concern is the aesthetics.  He lives directly across the 
street.  He understood the proposed trees would be installed at 6 feet in height, but wasn’t 
sure how far apart they would be planted.  He also understood there was some discussion 
about a low level stockade fence. 
 
Ms. Bowman said they had not discussed a low level stockade fence, but they had 
discussed a wrought iron style fence like the one to the east of the property.  A wrought 
iron fence is not currently part of the plan. 
 
Mr. Reichner said he was also concerned about potential pedestrian cut-through traffic once 
the stockade fence is removed. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said the Commission considers what the landscaping will look like at 
maturity.  There’s some time that needs to be allowed to let the landscaping grow.  The 
townhome association has done a good job at illustrating what the landscaping will look 
like once mature. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said it looked like the arborvitae were proposed to be installed at 
eight feet on center and 4 feet wide at installation.  She estimated it would take 8-9 years 
before the trees will reach maturity. 
 
Mr. Lindsay asked about doing a staggered installation of trees. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said that is not the proposal before them.  They need to vote on what 
is submitted to them. 
 
Mr. Phillips suggested if there are going to be changes, that the case be tabled and 
discussed amongst the neighbors before coming back to the Commission.  The Commission 
can’t negotiate a compromise. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said the Commission can help facilitate a discussion, but can’t require the 
applicant to modify their proposal. 
 
Mr. Reichner asked what happens if the salt in the snow melt affects the health of the trees. 
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Mr. Sheridan said they will be required to maintain the landscaping as approved. 
 
Ms.  Bowman said the association will be spending a lot of money on this landscaping and 
intend to design and maintain something that will look nice.  Their landscape architect is 
very good at what they do.  They also want to be good neighbors. 
 
Mr. John Olvany stated he lived across the street and to the east of the subject property.  He 
thanked the Commission for their service.  When he is looking at issues that affect the 
community, he looks at how those decisions will impact the neighborhood and the overall 
community.  In the 18 years he has been living at this corner it has changed from positive 
to negative a lot.  There’s a ton of traffic thanks to Gilson/Chestnut Beach and the result of 
that traffic is a lot of pedestrian traffic through a group of trees that are sparsely setup on 
the corner.  The design will be inviting people to cut-through all the time.  The view 
outside his front door is going to change dramatically.  The existing stockade fence is fine.  
The arborvitae is a reasonable solution, however, the maturation period sounds pretty 
substantial.  Some other kind of proposal would be conducive to the overall neighborhood. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked Ms. Bowman if the proposal was going to stay the same or if it was 
going to change. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said there are some pretty easy concessions to make.  She thought 
going with the 20 foot sight line rather than the 16 foot sight line would be an easy change 
for the association, and would greatly help the neighbor in backing up his vehicle. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked Mr. Sivertsen if a fence would need a permit. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said it would depend on what type of fence was proposed.  If it were just a 
temporary type fence it would not need a permit.  Just as if somewhere were to install a 
temporary landscaping fence in their garden, the Village wouldn’t require a permit. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said he would recommend they adjust the sight line. 
 
Ms. Bowman said adjusting the sight line would not be an issue.  They would need to put 
the change before their townhome association board.  If it is approved by the Appearance 
Review Commission it would be contingent on their board.  If I doesn’t pass their board 
then the plan fails. 
 
Mr. Bradford said the applicant had also discussed installing a swale and berm on top of 
which the arborvitae would be installed. 
 
Ms. Bowman said she had met with the landscape architect in the morning to discuss the 
drainage swale and also discussed installing a berm. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said he would also recommend the landscaping fence be installed on the 
inside of the hedge. 
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Ms. Bowman she said they would agree to that modification to the plan without hesitation. 
 
Mr. Bradford moved to grant an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2015-AR-29, 
1415-1437 Sheridan Road with the following conditions: 1) that the setback from the west 
property line to the turn in the hedge be 20 feet rather than 16 feet; 2) that the arborvitae be 
planted in a small berm and that there be a drainage swale created on the north side of the 
arborvitae; 3) and that a continuous 4 foot high green temporary fence be installed along 
the north side of the arborvitae amending the plans as submitted.  The motion was 
seconded by Mr. Elkins.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan, and Commissioners Bradford, 
Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 
VI. NEW BUSINESS 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said North Shore Meats needed to replace their water cooled freezer with a 
new condensing unit that would be installed at grade outside of the doorway.  Because this 
was an emergency repair, he wanted to know if the unit could be replaced before the 
application appeared before the Commission, with the understanding the owner would need 
to come to the Commission to explain how the unit would be screened. 
 
The Commission felt the owner should be allowed to make the repair, but that they would 
need to appear before the Commission at a future meeting to show how the unit will be 
screened with either fencing or landscaping. 

 

VII. ADJOURNMENT 

 
At 8:21 p.m., Mr. Bradford moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was seconded by 
Mr. Elkins.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan, and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, 
Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 



Report to the Appearance Review Commission 
from the  

Community Development Department 
 

Case Number:    2015-AR-27 
 

Property:    3207 Lake Avenue, 13A 
 
Zoning District: PCD-3, Planned Commercial Development District 
 

Petitioner:    North Shore Kitchen & Bath 
 

Request:     The petitioner requests a variation from the Westlake Plaza Local 
Sign Ordinance to display more than one wall sign per frontage 
and a variation to display two rows of lettering on a single 
raceway. 

   
Applicable Provisions of 20-5.5  Sign Variations 
Ordinances: 20-16  Sign Regulations 
 20, Appendix C: West Lake Plaza Sign Regulations 
 
Meeting Date:    October 5, 2015 
 
Date of Application:   August 14, 2015 
 

Notices:    Notice of Public Hearing dated September 11, 2015 
     Certificate of Posting dated September 17, 2015 
     Affidavit of personal notice dated September 18, 2015 
     Legal Notice published Wilmette Beacon on September 17, 2015 
 
Report Prepared By:   Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
     Business Development Planner 
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Description of the Property 

The Subject Property, Westlake Plaza, is a shopping center on the southwest corner of Lake Avenue and 
Skokie Boulevard in the PCD-3, Planned Commercial Development District.  The property is bounded by 
Lake Avenue to the north, Skokie Boulevard to the east, single family homes to the south and a mix of 
townhomes and commercial properties to the west.   
 
Description of Request 

The petitioner requests a variation from the Westlake Plaza Local Sign Ordinance to display more than 
one wall sign per frontage and a variation to display two rows of lettering on a single raceway. 
 
The Local Sign Ordinance for Westlake Plaza provides very specific standards for signs including their 
letter height, location, and color.  The ordinance specifically states the maximum letter height of any 
sign shall be 18 inches.  The proposed sign includes lettering ranging from 12 inches to 18 inches in 
height with a total combined height of 24 inches.  The words “North” and “Shore” are proposed to be 
displayed on two rows of a single raceway on the storefront’s east elevation.  Because the local sign 
ordinance was written to allow only one row of lettering on a raceway, a variation to display two rows 
of lettering is required. 
 
The business’s north elevation has two signable areas and wishes to use both signable areas to display 
their business name.  Because the signable areas are separated, the business name is considered two 
separate signs.  Since the local sign ordinance allows only one sign per street frontage a sign variation 
to display more than one wall sign per frontage is required. 
 
Action Required 

The Appearance Review Commission may recommend granting a sign variation provided they 
determine the proposal meets the following standards of review. 
 
(After the vote on the request) 
Move to authorize the chairman to prepare the report and recommendation from the Appearance 
Review Commission for case number 2015-AR-27. 
 
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 Aerial Map 
1.2 Sign Proposal 
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Report to the Appearance Review Commission 
from the  

Department of Community Development 
 

Case Number: 2015-AR-31 

 
Property: 1500 Sheridan Road 
 

Zoning District: R4, Multi Family Residence 
 

Petitioner: 1500 Sheridan Road Home Owners Association 
 

Request: The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to install 
six roof top units. 

 

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

Meeting Date:    October 5, 2015 
 
Date of Application: August 31, 2015 
 
Notices:    Certificate of Posting dated, September 17, 2015 
 
Report Prepared By: Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
 Business Development Planner 
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Description of the Property 

The subject property is located in the R4, Multi-Family Residence District, on the east side of Sheridan 
Road. Surrounding uses include multi-family residences to the north and south, Plaza del Lago shopping 
center to the west across Sheridan Road, and Lake Michigan to the east. 
 
Description of Request 

The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to install six roof top units. 
 
The existing air handling units located inside the penthouse need to be replaced.  The new air handling 
units are too large to fit inside the existing penthouse and are proposed to be located on top of the existing 
penthouse.  The applicant does not wish to provide screening for the roof top units. 
 
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 Aerial Photo 
1.2 Plans and Elevations 
1.3 Plat of Survey 
1.4 Photos 
1.5 Cut-sheet 
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48HC
High Efficiency
Gas Heat/Electric Cooling Packaged Rooftop
3 to 12.5 Nominal Tons

Product Data

C10222

the environmentally sound refrigerant



1-800-CARRIER  www.carrier.com 

Carrier Corporation ©2011
A member of the United Technologies Corporation family.
Stock symbol UTX. Cat. no. 18-848-171-25
Manufacturer reserves the right to discontinue, or change at any time, 
specifications or designs, without notice and without incurring obligations.

WeatherMaster® High Efficiency
            Commercial Packaged Rooftop
       3 to 25 Ton

The Future of the World Depends on Our Ability…
to Sustain it.
As the world’s leader in high technology 
heating, air-conditioning and refrigeration 
solutions, we believe that market leadership 
requires environmental leadership. Carrier 
sets industry standards for environmentally 
sound business practices and a commitment to sustainability 
across its products, services and operations. We demonstrate 
this commitment by creating environmentally responsible 
solutions that consume less energy and incorporate 
innovations that improve the world – indoors and out.

* Shown with optional economizer
 and louvered hail guards.

Turn to the Experts 
Truly a leader in innovation, Carrier was the first company to 
utilize environmentally sound Puron® refrigerant in HVAC units. 
Without depleting the ozone layer, Puron refrigerant delivers 
ideal indoor air quality. Today over 2.5 million homes and 
businesses operate on Puron refrigerant-based HVAC systems.
And as emphasis on environmental sensitivity continues to 
increase, Puron refrigerant will only become more relevant. 
Puron refrigerant is the refrigerant of the future.

Carrier’s RTU Open controller continuously monitors and regulates 
constant volume rooftop operation with reliability and precision. This 
advanced controller features a sophisticated, factory-engineered control 
algorithm that provides optimum performance and energy efficiency.  
The RTU Open controller also features plug-and-play connectivity to 
Carrier’s i-Vu® Open Control System. The i-Vu Open Control System 
combines state-of-the-art Carrier equipment, plug-and-play controllers, 
and the powerful, web-based i-Vu user interface to form a cohesive, 
intuitive, and fully integrated building automation system (BAS).

For added flexibility, Carrier’s RTU Open controller is capable of stand-
alone operation. Or, it can be integrated with any BAS utilizing the 
BACnet®, Modbus®, Johnson Controls® N2 or LonWorks® protocols.

BACnet® is a registered trademark of American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-
Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE).
MODBUS is a registered trademark of Gould Inc. 
LONWORKS is a registered trademark of Echelon Corp. 



          WeatherMaster® 
                   High Efficiency and  
        Easy Replacement

Designed with streamlined installation, maintenance and low operating 
cost in mind, Carrier® WeatherMaster® rooftops from 3 to 25 tons 
have everything you need. 

Available in 

WeatherMaster units up to 10 tons are specifically designed to fit on 
Carrier-similar roof curbs that were installed up to 23 years ago, which 
makes replacement easy and eliminates the need for curb adapters or 
changing utility connections. 

Units deliver SEERs as high as 15.8 and EERs up to 12.8. All models 
are capable of either vertical or horizontal airflow to meet nearly every 
light commercial application need. 

Streamlined Control and Integration 

Carrier controllers make connecting WeatherMaster rooftops into 
existing building automation systems easy. The units are compatible 
with conventional thermostat controls, Carrier PremierLink™ 
communicating controls, and the new Carrier RTU Open multi-protocol 
controller interface with BACnet®, Modbus®, Johnson Controls® N2 or 
LonWorks® protocols. 

WeatherMaster rooftops also seamlessly integrate with Carrier 
building system options like the Comfort Network® control system  
and the Carrier VVT® zoning system.

Easy to Install …

While WeatherMaster rooftops can be ordered 
with a wide range of factory pre engineered 
and certified options like smoke detectors and 
air management economizers, field installation 
accessories for these same components feature:

standard integrated terminal board

installation time

BACnet is a registered trademark of American Society of Heating and Air-conditioning Engineers 
Modbus is a registered trademark of Schneider Automation, Inc. 
LonWorks is a registered trademark of Echelon Corporation 

Nominal Cooling
Ton Size

Cooling
Stages

AHRI Efficiency
(SEER) EER

Dimensions (in)
L x W x H

Gas Heat - Heating Input (MBH) Approx. Unit
Weight (lbs)Low Medium High

3 1 (15.0) 74 x 47 x 33 72 115 - 505
4 1 (15.6) 74 x 47 x 41 72 115 150 590
5 1 (15.2) 74 x 47 x 41 72 115 150 600
6 1 12.0 88 x 59 x 41 72 125 150 765

7.5 2 12.0 88 x 59 x 49 125 180 224 925
8.5 2 12.0 88 x 59 x 49 125 180 224 925
10 2 11.5 88 x 59 x 49 180 224 250 1099

12.5 2 12.2 116 x 63 x 57 150 180 240 1430
15 2 12.0 128 x 87 x 49 220 310 400 1892

17.5 2 12.0 141 x 87 x 49 220 310 400 2102
20 2 12.0 141 x 87 x 57 220 310 400 2247
25 2 11.2 158 x 87 x 57 220 310 400 2292

Gas Heating / Electric Cooling Models – 48HC

Electric Heat / Electric Cooling & Cooling Only Models – 50HC
Nominal Cooling

Ton Size
Cooling
Stages

AHRI Efficiency
(SEER) EER

Dimensions (in)
L x W x H

Electrical Heat Nominal 
KW Range

Approx. Unit
Weight (lbs)

3 1 (15.0) 74 x 47 x 33 4.0 to 16.0 458
4 1 (15.6) 74 x 47 x 41 4.4 to 23.0 545
5 1 (15.2) 74 x 47 x 41 6.5 to 26.5 550
6 1 12.2 88 x 59 x 41 6.0 to 26.5 715

7.5 2 12.2 88 x 59 x 49 10.0 to 42.4 860
8.5 2 12.2 88 x 59 x 49 10.4 to 42.4 860
10 2 11.7 88 x 59 x 49 10.0 to 51.0 865

12.5 2 12.4 116 x 63 x 57 15.0 to 51.0 1075
15 2 12.2 128 x 87 x 49 25.0 to 75.0 1793

17.5 2 12.2 141 x 87 x 49 25.0 to 75.0 2003
20 2 12.2 141 x 87 x 57 25.0 to 75.0 2148
25 2 11.4 158 x 87 x 57 25.0 to 75.0 2193

Packaged Heat Pump Models – 50HCQ

Nominal Cooling
Ton Size

Cooling
Stages

AHRI Efficiency
(SEER) EER

Dimensions (in)
L x W x H

@ 47° F @ 17° F
Approx. Unit
Weight (lbs)Heating Capacity (HSPF) COP Heating Capacity (HSPF) COP

3 1 (15.6) 74 x 47 x 33 34,000 (8.00) 18,400 495
4 1 (15.8) 74 x 47 x 41 46,000 (8.10) 23,800 580
5 1 (15.0) 74 x 47 x 41 55,000 (8.20) 28,600 610

6 1 12.0 88 x 59 x 41 70,000 3.40 39,000 2.40 710

7.5 2 12.1 88 x 59 x 49 84,000 3.50 47,000 2.40 875
8.5 2 12.0 88 x 59 x 49 100,000 3.40 56,000 2.26 1020
10 2 12.3 116 x 63 x 57 116,000 3.50 65,000 2.40 1390

… and Maintain

The control board allows for easy 
troubleshooting and servicing of the system 
network controller. Conveniently located access 
panels provide quick, safe access for easy 
maintenance and service. Attention to details 
such as handles on all major access panels and 
screw collars prevent misalignment and stripped 
threading for faster service.

Increased Reliability

For increased reliability, heat pump models  
come standard with a refrigerant suction 
line accumulator in each refrigerant circuit. 
This preventive measure stops the natural 
tendency of liquid refrigerant from entering 
the compressor as the heat pump switches in 
and out of defrost and between heating and 
cooling modes. In addition, units come with high 
pressure and temperature protection as well as 
low pressure or loss of charge protection.

Comfort Control

Carrier’s patented Humidi-MiZer® Adaptive 
Dehumidification system is an all-inclusive 

models. This system provides reliable, flexible 
operation to meet indoor part load sensible and 
latent requirements.

Optimum Performance

Thermostatic Expansion Valve (TXV) on each 
refrigerant circuit helps provide optimum 
performance across the entire unit operating 
range.

Central Terminal Board

Door Handles

No-Strip Screw

Refrigerant Accumulator

Thermal Expansion Valve



Report to the Appearance Review Commission 
from the  

Department of Community Development 
 

Case Number: 2015-AR-36 

 
Property: 911 Michigan Avenue 
 

Zoning District: R1-H, Single-Family Detached Residence Sub-District 
 

Petitioner: Michigan Shores Club 
 

Request: The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to 
remodel the east exterior with new doors, patio, landscaping and 
lighting. 

 

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

Meeting Date:    October 5, 2015 
 
Date of Application: September 4, 2015 
 
Notices:    Certificate of Posting dated, September 17, 2015 
 
Report Prepared By: Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
 Business Development Planner 
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Description of the Property 

The subject property is located on the northwest corner of Michigan and Lake Avenues in the R1-H, Single-
Family Detached Residence Sub-District.  Surrounding uses include single family residences to the north, 
west and south, and the municipal water plant to the east. 
 
Description of Request 

The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to remodel the east exterior with new doors, 
patio, landscaping and lighting. 
 
The proposal includes installation of two new doorways to replace one existing doorway.  The new 
doorways will be slightly below grade.  New steps will be installed that will lead to a new outdoor patio.  
As part of the patio, the existing stone paved terrace will be expanded and new landscaping will be 
installed. 
 
This proposal will require an expansion to the existing special use for the club.  A Zoning Board hearing 
has not yet been scheduled to consider this request. 
 
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 Aerial Photo 
1.2 Plat of Survey 
1.3 Plan Submittal 
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