
 
 

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, November 2, 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 October 5, 2015.  

III. Consent Agenda 

 2015-AR-16, 1126 Central Avenue, Napolita, Projecting Sign 

 2015-AR-41, 1200 Central Avenue, Chase, Wall Signs 

 2015-AR-42, 406 Ridge Road, IL Center for Digestive & Liver Health, Wall Sign 

IV. Cases 

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

 2015-AR-39, 60-126 Skokie Boulevard, Wilmette Commons, Certificate 

 2015-AR-40, 421 Ridge Road, North Shore Meats, Certificate 

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

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

 Imperial Motors Preliminary Review 

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, OCTOBER 5, 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: Carl Todd, 3207 Lake Avenue 
 Barbara Todd, 3207 Lake Avenue 
 Cathy Ottinger, 2404 Spring Ridge Drive, Spring Grove, IL 
 Sydney Schneidman, 1500 Sheridan Road 
 Bill Pappas, 5677 N. Northwest Hwy., Chicago, IL 
 Peter Witmer, 272 E. Deerpath, Lake Forest, IL 
 
Staff Present:  Lucas Sivertsen, Planner III 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER 

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

 
II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES; APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION MEETING 

OF AUGUST 31, 2015. 
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Mr. Bradford moved to approve the August 31, 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. Elkins 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 November 
2, 2015 meeting.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Bradford.  Voting yes:  Chairman 
Sheridan, and Commissioners Bradford, Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  
Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

IV. CASES 

 
2015-AR-27 3207 Lake Avenue 

North Shore Kitchen & Bath Sign Variation 

 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2015-AR-27, 3207 Lake Avenue, North Shore Kitchen & Bath, 
requesting a variation from the Westlake Plaza Local Sign Ordinance to display more than 
one wall sign per street frontage and a variation to display two rows of lettering on a single 
raceway. 
 
Ms. Kathy Ottinger said she was representing the petitioner as their sign contractor.  She 
said they are proposing to install two signs on their north façade which is their storefront.  
They would like to put Kitchen & Bath on the lower (left side) sign band and North Shore 
on the upper (left) sign band.  They are also proposing to install a sign on the east elevation 
facing Skokie Boulevard that would read North Shore Kitchen & Bath. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked why they were proposing to install the words “North” and “Shore” on 
two separate rows on the same raceway. 
 
Ms. Ottinger said the landlord made the raceway too short to install the entire name on one 
raceway. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked Mr. Sivertsen if the landlord shortened the raceway because of a code 
limitation on signable area. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the landlord could have proposed a longer raceway that met the sign 
regulations. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said the north façade is pretty self-explanatory.  The variation request make 
sense to him.  When the landlord was before the Commission seeking approval for the 
façade remodeling he remembers a discussion of how the businesses logo could be installed 
on the left sign band. 
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Mr. Bradford said he doesn’t have a problem with the sign variation request.  The east 
facing sign raceway being as short as it is presents a problem.  In order to get the entire 
business name to fit on the existing raceway the letter height would need to be so small the 
no one could read it.  The small piece on the end on the taller parapet wall is too small for 
any retail signage.  The signs on the north elevation fit well along the entire storefront.   
 
Ms. Woleben Meade asked for the sign of the letters on the Lou Malnati’s sign that was 
difficult to read. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said they had installed a script letter that was 18 inches in height.  Because 
the “L” in their logo was so tall compared to the other letters in the name, the “L” was 18 
inches, but the other letters were much smaller. 
 
Mr. Phillips asked if they had considered stacking the words “north” “shore” on both signs. 
 
Mr. Todd said they had looked at many variation, but felt this version made the most sense. 
 
Mr. Elkins said having the words “north” “shore” on the left side helps to balance the 
storefront. 
 
Mr. Phillips asked for an explanation of the hardship in this request. 
 
Ms. Ottinger said the landlord had built the raceway too short to fit their entire name at 18 
inch letter height.  They were trying to work with the raceway they were given. 
 
Mr. Bradford thought the hardship on the north elevation was created by the existing taller 
parapet wall which split the existing storefront into two bays.  On the east elevation the 
hardship was the raceway was too short.  The condition was not created by the tenant. 
 
Mr. Phillips said he was concerned for the type of precedent they might be setting if the 
variations are granted. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said he thought this was one of the only storefronts in the shopping center 
that was broken up by a column going all the way to the roof line.  Shabahang Carpets had 
a column as well, but each sign band was significantly larger than the sign band available 
to Shabahang because it had two rows of raceways. 
 
Mr. Bradford said these regulations are specific to the local sign ordinance.  He was not 
concerned about an unintended precedent being set. 
 
Findings of Fact 

 
The Commission found the brick column and size of the existing raceway presented both a 
hardship and unusual circumstance.  The storefront was broken up by an existing brick 
column on the north elevation and the existing raceway installed by the landlord was not 
long enough.  The signage was consistent in size to other signs in the shopping center. 
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Decision 

Mr. Bradford moved to recommend granting Case 2014-AR-27, 3207 Lake Avenue, North 
Shore Kitchen & Bath, for a variation to display more than one wall sign per frontage and a 
variation to display two rows of lettering on a single raceway.  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. 
 
 
2015-AR-31 1500 Sheridan Road 

1500 Sheridan Road HOA Appearance Review Certificate 

 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2015-AR-31, 1500 Sheridan Road, 1500 Sheridan Road HOA, 
for an Appearance Review Certificate to install six roof top units. 
 
Mr. Sydney Schneidman said he was vice president of the home owners association and 
chair of the building committee.  They are proposing the replace the hvac and make up air 
units for the building.  The existing equipment is original from the 1970’s when the 
building was built and they need to be replaced.  They are shifting to a gas powered unit 
which are too large to get into the existing penthouse enclosure where the existing units are 
located.  The existing units will need to be dismantled and removed from the building piece 
by piece.  Mr. Schneidman reviewed the plans with the Appearance Review Commission.  
He stated because the units will be located perpendicular to the street to minimize the 
visual impact of the units.  He said the new units won’t be visible from the sidewalk, but 
they would be visible from across Sheridan Road.  They are asking for an exemption from 
the Commission so they don’t have to screen the units.  He would be concerned if light 
weight screening is installed on the roof because of the high winds on the roof. 
 
Mr. Bradford said he was at Plaza del Lago over the weekend.  He was standing along the 
fence next to Sheridan Road and he could see the upper roof.  He thought the units will be 
visible.  Plaza del Lago is a very prominent location in Wilmette.  He didn’t know why the 
roof top units shouldn’t be screened. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said the applicant had mentioned the concern over the wind blowing 
against the screening.  There are many high rise buildings with screening in our area so it is 
unlikely that it would be impossible in this case. 
 
Mr. Elkins said the screen would need to be designed to withstand the wind load. 
 
Mr. Phillips said there are manufacturers who make screens that attached directly to the 
units rather than installing a structural screen on the roof top. 
 
Mr. Schneidman said it sounded like the exemption was not going to be supported and 
offered an alternative to paint the roof top units. 
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Mr. Sheridan said the biggest problem it that screening is required per the standards of 
review.  He didn’t know what their hardship would be to not require screening. 
 
Mr. Phillips asked if they could be pushed back any further so they wouldn’t be as visible. 
 
Mr. Schneidman said they couldn’t because of the proximity to the sides of the roof. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked what other equipment was up on the roof that might interfere with the 
placement of the roof top units. 
 
Mr. Schneidman said there were exhaust fans for both the bathrooms and kitchens. 
 
Mr. Elkins said while it isn’t under their purview he said there are requirements for the 
distance that exhaust fans needed to be away from air intakes. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked the applicant to explain where the air intake would be in relation to the 
exhaust fans.  He wanted to know if there would need to be ductwork installed on the roof 
that would also need to be screened. 
 
Mr. Pappas said there would be exterior air ducts on some of the units. 
 
Mr. Bradford said that is all the more reason why there should be screening. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said he realizes the screening will cost the association extra money, however, 
the standards of review don’t consider cost as a hardship. 
 
Mr. Schneidman said he understands where the Commission is coming from.  He asked 
what type of hardship would be a valid argument. 
 
Mr. Bradford said a valid hardship would be if the applicant were able to prove that 
screening was structurally impossible to install. 
 
Mr. Schneidman asked if they agreed to screen the units would they be able to obtain a 
building permit to install the units with the understanding they would come back to the 
Commission at a later date to show how the units would be screened. 
 
Mr. Collyer said the manufacturer of the roof top units could probably come up with an 
idea of how the units could be screened.  They would have likely provided units to another 
building where wind load was a concern and might already have that information. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said because it has been done on other buildings, she feels it would be 
difficult to make an argument to not install screening. 
 
Mr. Schneidman said he didn’t know about installing a wall of screening, but if they 
installed screening around each unit would that be sufficient. 
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Mr. Sheridan said he thought that would be sufficient, but he would need to see the design.  
While he thinks it would look better to screen all the units in one continuous wall he didn’t 
know how they could require that type of screen. 
 
Mr. Schneidman said he had a brochure on screening for the individual units and asked if 
that would be sufficient. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said if they needed to make some modification to something because of the 
ductwork the Commission would need to know how that would work. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said until the final design is approved the location of the units may change.  
They wouldn’t be able to issue a permit until the design is finalized. 
 
Mr. Phillips moved to continue Case 2015-AR-31, 1500 Sheridan Road, to the November 
2, 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. 

 
2015-AR-36 911 Michigan Avenue 

Michigan Shores Club Appearance Review Certificate 

 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2015-AR-36, 911 Michigan Avenue, Michigan Shores Club, for 
an Appearance Review Certificate remodel the east exterior with new doors, patio, 
landscaping and lighting. 
 
Mr. Peter Witmer said he was the architect for the project.  The club has done a lot of 
improvements to the building which has helped revitalize the club.  The current project is 
to make the interior bar and restaurant area interact better with the outside space.  They 
want to create windows that open up into the existing window well with stairs leading up to 
a new patio.  The stairs would be concrete and the terrace would match the brick on the 
existing terrace to the north.  Marvin makes windows that will closely match the windows 
above on the second floor.  Those windows are actually replacement windows.  The 
mullions will closely match what is there.  A new awning will limit the amount of water 
coming into the window well. 
 
Mr. Bradford said there are some scupper boxes with leaders coming down that will 
interfere with the awning. 
 
Mr. Witmer said they will need to cut through the awning at that point.  He didn’t think it 
will be too bad of a detail.  He would rather do that then try and run the downspout to one 
side above the awning.  They will likely run the downspout to the south. 
 
Mr. Phillips asked what color the light sconces would be. 
 
Mr. Witmer said they will choose bronze. 
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Mr. Phillips moved to approve an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2015-AR-36, 
911 Michigan Avenue, Michigan Shores Club to remodel the east exterior with new doors, 
patio, landscaping and lighting, with the condition that the light fixtures will have a bronze 
finish.  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. 

 
V. NEW BUSINESS 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said Imperial Motors will be coming back to the Commission for a 
preliminary review.  Jaguar corporate has revised their dealership design concept.  Once 
their architect has some conceptual plans based on the new design they will present the 
plans to the Commission. 

 

VI. ADJOURNMENT 

 
At 8:46 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, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 



 
 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, IL  60091 

 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT (847) 853-7550 
DEPARTMENT Fax (847) 853-7701 
 TDD (847) 853-7634 

October 22, 2015 
 
To:  Chairman Sheridan and the Appearance Review Commission 
 
From:   Lucas Sivertsen, AICP 
  Business Development Planner 
 
Re:  Consent Agenda for November 2, 2015 

 
Attached are three conforming sign proposals.  The Commission should determine whether these 
proposals meet the Standards of Review for an Appearance Review Certificate.  If you would like 
to remove an item from the Consent Agenda, please bring it to my attention on Monday, 
November 2, 2015 and I will notify the petitioner to be present at the meeting to discuss the 
proposal. 
 
2015-AR-16 Napolita 1126 Central Avenue 
 
The petitioner wishes to install a new projecting sign for the business. 
 

Sign Ordinance Proposed Sign  

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

A projecting sign is proposed for the Central 
Avenue frontage. 

A projecting signs is limited to six square feet 
in area. 

The proposed projecting sign is 4.67 square feet 
in area. 

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

Proposed information on the projecting sign 
includes the business name, logo, and two 
descriptive words. 

 
The applicant wishes to install an externally illuminated projecting sign.  The sign would hang from 
the existing bracket.  The lighting from the previous projecting sign will be reused. 
 
Applicable Sections of the Wilmette Zoning Ordinance: 
16-10.G states the regulations for projecting signs 
 
 
 
 



2015-AR-41 Chase 1200 Central Avenue 
 
The petitioner wishes to install replacement wall signs for the existing bank. 
 

Sign Ordinance Proposed Sign  

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

A sign variation was granted in 2012 to permit 
more than one wall sign per frontage. 

A wall sign is limited to 30% coverage. The proposed wall signs have less than 30% 
coverage. 

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

Proposed information on each wall sign includes 
the business name, logo, and three descriptive 
words. 

 
The applicant wishes to replace existing wall signs.  Each entrance to the existing business has two 
wall signs.  These signs will be removed and replaced with one sign at each entrance.  The new 
signs will use the same type of aluminum with brushed stainless steel letters as exists. 
 
Applicable Sections of the Wilmette Zoning Ordinance: 
16-10.J states the regulations for wall signs 
 
 
2015-AR-42 IL Center for Digestive & Liver Health 406 Ridge Road 
 
The petitioner wishes to install a new wall sign for the new business. 
 

Sign Ordinance Proposed Sign  

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

A wall sign is proposed for the Ridge Road 
frontage. 

A wall sign is allowed up to 30% coverage. The proposed wall sign has 27% coverage. 

Maximum information displayed for sign – 
seven items of information. 

Proposed information on the wall sign includes 
the business name, logo, and two descriptive 
words. 

 
The applicant wishes to install a wall sign.  The sign will not be externally illuminated. 
 
Applicable Sections of the Wilmette Zoning Ordinance: 
16-10.J states the regulations for wall signs 
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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 
     November 2, 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 applicant proposes installing screening around each unit individually.  The enclosed plans show 
where the units will be located and where the screening will be attached to each unit.  The screening 
specification sheets are also enclosed. 
 
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 Cut-sheet 
1.4 Photos 

 
Case Minutes 
 

October 5, 2015 1500 Sheridan Road 

1500 Sheridan Road HOA Appearance Review Certificate 

 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2015-AR-31, 1500 Sheridan Road, 1500 Sheridan Road HOA, for an 
Appearance Review Certificate to install six roof top units. 
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Mr. Sydney Schneidman said he was vice president of the home owners association and chair of 
the building committee.  They are proposing the replace the hvac and make up air units for the 
building.  The existing equipment is original from the 1970’s when the building was built and 
they need to be replaced.  They are shifting to a gas powered unit which are too large to get into 
the existing penthouse enclosure where the existing units are located.  The existing units will 
need to be dismantled and removed from the building piece by piece.  Mr. Schneidman reviewed 
the plans with the Appearance Review Commission.  He stated because the units will be located 
perpendicular to the street to minimize the visual impact of the units.  He said the new units 
won’t be visible from the sidewalk, but they would be visible from across Sheridan Road.  They 
are asking for an exemption from the Commission so they don’t have to screen the units.  He 
would be concerned if light weight screening is installed on the roof because of the high winds on 
the roof. 
 
Mr. Bradford said he was at Plaza del Lago along the fence next to Sheridan Road and he said he 
could see the upper roof.  He thought the units will be visible.  Plaza del Lago is a very 
prominent locations in Wilmette.  He didn’t know why the roof top units shouldn’t be screened 
from views at Plaza del Lago. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said the applicant had mentioned the concern over the wind blowing against 
the screening.  There are many high rise buildings with screening in our area so the likelihood it 
was impossible in this case is unlikely. 
 
Mr. Elkins said the screen would need to be designed to withstand the wind load. 
 
Mr. Phillips said there are manufacturers who make screens that attached directly to the units 
rather than installing a structural screen on the roof top. 
 
Mr. Schneidman said it sounded like the exemption was not going to be supported and offered an 
alternative to paint the roof top units. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said the biggest problem it that screening is required per the standards of review.  
He didn’t know what their hardship would be to not require screening. 
 
Mr. Phillips asked if they could be pushed back any further so they wouldn’t be as visible. 
 
Mr. Schneidman said they couldn’t because of the location of the sides of the roof. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked what other equipment was up on the roof that might interfere with the 
placement of the roof top units. 
 
Mr. Schneidman said there were exhaust fans for both the bathrooms and kitchens. 
 
Mr. Elkins said while it isn’t under their purview he said there are requirements for the distance 
that exhaust fans needed to be away from air intakes. 
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Mr. Sheridan asked the applicant to explain where the air intake would be in relation to the 
exhaust fans.  He wanted to know if there would need to be air ducts installed on the roof that 
would also need to be screened. 
 
Mr. Pappas said there would be exterior air ducts on some of the units. 
 
Mr. Bradford said that is all the more reason why there should be screening. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said he realizes the screening will cost the association extra money, however, the 
standards of review don’t consider cost a hardship. 
 
Mr. Schneidman said he understands where the Commission is coming from.  He asked what 
type of hardship would be a valid argument. 
 
Mr. Bradford said a valid hardship would be if the applicant were able to prove that screening 
was structurally impossible to install. 
 
Mr. Schneidman asked if they agreed to screen the units would they be able to obtain a building 
permit to install the units with the understanding they would come back to the Commission at a 
later date to show how the units would be screened. 
 
Mr. Collyer said the manufacturer of the roof top units could probably come up with an idea of 
how the units could be screened.  They would have likely provided units to another building 
where wind load was a concern and might already have that information. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade said because it has been done on other building, she feels it would be 
difficult to make an argument to not install screening. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said he didn’t know if they could give an appearance review certificate to 
something that they didn’t know what the appearance would look like. 
 
Mr. Schneidman said he didn’t know about installing a wall of screening, but if they installed 
screening around each unit would that be sufficient. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said the thought that would be sufficient, but he would need to see the design.  
While he thinks it would look better to screen all the units in one continuous wall he didn’t know 
how they could require that type of screen. 
 
Mr. Schneidman said he had a brochure on screening for the individual units and asked if that 
would be sufficient. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said if they needed to make some modification to something because of the 
ductwork the Commission would need to know how that would work. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said until the final design is approved the location of the units may change.  They 
wouldn’t be able to issue a permit until the design is finalized. 
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Mr. Phillips moved to continue Case 2015-AR-31, 1500 Sheridan Road, to the November 2, 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. 
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1500 Sheridan Road, Wilmette, IL 

Rooftop Equipment Screening Options 

Excerpt from Village of Wilmette Appearance Review Commission Handbook, App II, Item 4: 

4. Mechanical equipment is located or screened so as not to be visible from surrounding streets and 

properties.   

Accompanying Documents: 

Plans and Elevations for Option #1 

Equipment Screen Brochure from Manufacturer 

Excerpt from Rooftop Equipment Manufacturer’s catalog regarding clearances around equipment 

Photos of existing conditions 

Option #1 

Description: 

Option #1 entails adding canted, louvered panels (color to be determined, but most likely white) attached 
to the top of the unit and extending at an angle to about 2-1/2 to 3 feet out from the base of the unit to 
allow for air circulation.  See attached manufacturer’s brochure.     These panels would be provided on all 
sides of the unit to conceal the unit from view.  The angled panel has been chosen to minimize the 
enclosure’s impact on the roof line of the building since the units are not symmetrically located on the 
roof due to existing elements including plumbing vents, roof drains, conduits, existing toilet & kitchen 
exhaust fans. 

The panels will need to be removed for unit maintenance and then re-installed, increasing labor time and 
allowing for human error that could lead to premature failure.  Wind loads and structural elements will 
need to be evaluated further. 

The installation of the louver panels will further diminish the available roof area for maintenance 
personnel to access all existing and new equipment for service or replacement.   

Option # 1A 

Description: 

Option #1A entails a vertical, louvered panel structure (color to be determined) all around the units and 
will be installed as a permanent enclosure with access to the area inside for equipment service and 
required maintenance.  Its impact to the building roof line will be much more severe than Option #1 as it 
will extend much higher than the angled panels and will be located much closer to the east and west 
parapet walls.  Again, since the units are not symmetrically located with respect to the existing elevator 
penthouses the enclosures will break up the visual rhythm of the roof line between said penthouses. 
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CURBS & WEIGHTS DIMENSIONS -- 48HC 14 (cont.)

C

B
A

D

C10578B

Fig. 14 -- Service Clearance

LOC DIMENSION CONDITION

A

48--- in (1219 mm) Unit disconnect is mounted on panel
18--- in (457 mm) No disconnect, convenience outlet option
18--- in (457 mm) Recommended service clearance
12--- in (305 mm) Minimum clearance

B
42--- in (1067 mm) Surface behind servicer is grounded (e.g., metal, masonry wall)
36--- in (914 mm) Surface behind servicer is electrically non---conductive (e.g., wood, fiberglass)
Special Check for sources of flue products within 10--- ft of unit fresh air intake hood

C
36--- in (914 mm) Side condensate drain is used
18--- in (457 mm) Minimum clearance

D

48--- in (1219 mm) No flue discharge accessory installed or available, surface is combustible material
42--- in (1067 mm) Surface behind servicer is grounded (e.g., metal, masonry wall, another unit)
36--- in (914 mm) Surface behind servicer is electrically non---conductive (e.g., wood, fiberglass)
Special Check for adjacent units or building fresh air intakes within 10--- ft of this unit’s flue outlet

NOTE: Unit not designed to have overhead obstruction. Contact Application Engineering for guidance on any application planning overhead
obstruction or for vertical clearances.

pkorovessis
Text Box
Manufacturer's minimum clearances for service around unit















Report to the Appearance Review Commission 
from the  

Department of Community Development 
 

Case Number: 2015-AR-39 

 
Property: 50-126 Skokie Boulevard 
 

Zoning District: NR, Neighborhood Retail 
 

Petitioner: Next Wilmette, LLC. 
 

Request: The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to reface 
the existing multi-tenant signs. 

 

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

Meeting Date:    November 2, 2015 
 
Date of Application: September 29, 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 southeast corner of Old Glenview Road and Skokie Boulevard in the 
NR, Neighborhood Retail Zoning District.  Surrounding uses include commercial and single-family 
residential across Old Glenview Road to the north, a senior living facility to the east, and commercial to the 
south and west. 
 
Description of Request 

The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to reface the existing multi-tenant signs. 
 
A sign variation was granted in 2004 to permit the installation of two multi-tenant panels at Wilmette 
Commons.  The variations included a 36.64 square foot sign area variation for each sign and a 5 foot 
height variation for the sign located near the intersection of Skokie Blvd and Old Glenview Rd. 
 
The applicant wishes to reface the existing multi-tenant signs with new materials and colors.  The tenant 
panels themselves would be internally illuminated, however, the shopping center name, address and logo 
would not be illuminated. 
 
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 Sign Plan 
1.2 Plat of Survey 
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 50-126 Skokie Blvd 
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Description of the Property 

The subject property is located on the southeast corner of Old Glenview Road and Skokie Boulevard in the 
NR, Neighborhood Retail Zoning District.  Surrounding uses include commercial and single-family 
residential across Old Glenview Road to the north, a senior living facility to the east, and commercial to the 
south and west. 
 
Description of Request 

The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to reface the existing multi-tenant signs. 
 
A sign variation was granted in 2004 to permit the installation of two multi-tenant panels at Wilmette 
Commons.  The variations included a 36.64 square foot sign area variation for each sign and a 5 foot 
height variation for the sign located near the intersection of Skokie Blvd and Old Glenview Rd. 
 
The applicant wishes to reface the existing multi-tenant signs with new materials and colors.  The tenant 
panels themselves would be internally illuminated, however, the shopping center name, address and logo 
would not be illuminated. 
 
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 Sign Plan 
1.2 Plat of Survey 
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Report to the Appearance Review Commission 
from the  

Department of Community Development 
 

Case Number: 2015-AR-06 

 
Property: 422-444 ½ Ridge Road 
 

Zoning District: R2, Attached Residence 
 

Petitioner: BCH 422, LLC 
 

Request: The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to 
address conditions placed upon prior approval. 

 

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

Meeting Date:    July 6, 2015 
     November 2, 2015 
 
Date of Application: January 8, 2015 
 
Notices:    Certificate of Posting dated, June 16, 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 R2, Attached Residence District, on the east side of Ridge Road.  The 
property is improved with three townhome unit buildings each containing eight units.  Surrounding uses 
include single-family residences to the north and east, commercial uses to the south and a mix of commercial 
and residential uses to the west across Ridge Road. 
 
Description of Request 

The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to address conditions placed upon prior 
approval. 
 
The petitioner received an Appearance Review Certificate on July 6, 2015 to expand an existing parking 
lot, install landscaping and remodel apartments with new windows and a/c units with the condition that 
further information would be provided on the proposed urn.  The petitioner was unable to obtain the 
fence type shown in the approval and has submitted specification on a revised fence material. 
 
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 Site Plan 
1.2 Fence Cut-sheets 
1.3 Urn Cut-sheet 

 
Case Minutes 

 

July 6, 2015 422-444 ½ Ridge Road 

BCH 422, LLC.  Appearance Review Certificate 

 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2015-AR-06, 422-444 Ridge Road, for an Appearance Review 
Certificate to expand an existing parking lot, install landscaping, and remodel apartments with new 
window wells and air conditioning units. 
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Mr. William Ng stated he was the architect for the project.  The owner is renovating apartment 
units including some one bedroom units to two bedroom units and some to three bedroom units.  
The units are split level with some of the units having deep basements.  Some of the basement 
units were already being used as sleeping areas so the new building owner is converting those 
basement areas into bedrooms that provide proper egress windows.  They are also expanding the 
parking lot from 24 spaces to 34 spaces including 2 handicapped spaces.  The expanded parking 
lot includes installing curb and gutter and new landscaping.  When the request went to the Zoning 
Board of Appeals it included new decks.  The owner has since removed the decks from their 
request and are no longer wishing to seek an Appearance Review Certificate for decks.  The decks 
are incorrectly shown on the site plan submitted to the Appearance Review Commission. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if the landscaped piers shown in the rendering were proposed.  They 
did not show up in the landscape plan. 
 
Mr. Ng said the owner would like to include the landscaped piers in the plan. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen asked if the fence shown in the rendering was proposed as well. 
 
Mr. Ng said the fence is actually on the property to the south which is why he didn’t show it on the 
site plan, but a new fence would be installed and it will follow the detail shown in the submittal. 
Mr. Ng showed the brick samples of the trash enclosure.  The bricks would be from Glen-Gery 
Brick in style Winnetka. 
 
Mr. Sheridan asked if there would be a landscaped pier on each side of the driveway. 
 
Mr. Ng said there would be one landscaped pier on at the south driveway and one landscaped pier 
on each side of the north driveway.  He said the planter would consist of a brick column with a 
limestone cap.  An urn would then sit on top of the limestone cap. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said they would need to see specifics on the planter before the Commission would 
approve the request.  He was supportive of the idea, but he would need more information. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said the building department might have an issue with the height of the window well 
and the lack of a ladder. 
 
Mr. Ng said they would have a ladder in the window well. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade moved to approve an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2015-AR-06, 
based on the plans submitted including a new fence just south of the property line on property also 
owned by the petitioner with the condition that the petitioner will return with specifics on the 
landscaped piers.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Elkins.  Voting yes:  Chairman Sheridan, 
and Commissions Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion 

carried. 

 







Fiberon® Privacy Fencing
�	6-ft privacy fencing system with Dogear or Square Top 

pickets and customizable privacy design
�	Never needs painting or staining
�	Long lasting resistance to decay and infestation
�	Adjustable Steel Gate Frame System available

fiberondecking.com

Dogear Pickets

Basic Picket Layout Privacy Options

Square Top Pickets

Shadow Box 
(private straight on view /semi-private angled view)

Color shown: Weathered Pine

Board on Board 
(private)

Color shown: Pacific Redwood

Traditional 
(semi-private)

Color shown: Coastal Cedar

PRIVACY FENCING 

Gate Swing Direction
�	The Steel Gate system is designed to swing away from the 

picketed side of the fence and should be unobstructed.

Steel Gate Frame System

�	Easy installation
�	Black powder coating resists rust
�	Single gate width adjusts from 44-in to 60-in inside posts
�	Pair two gate frames for driveway gates
�	Hinges rated to 3100 lbs
�	Includes latch and hinges



Brackets with Screws
�	Powder coating resists rust
�	Pacific Redwood: FNS RL BKT H
�	Coastal Cedar: FNS RL BKT J
�	Weathered Pine: FNS RL BKT G

Steel Gate Hardware
�	Black only
�	AG 363 S Steel

Additional Supplies Needed

�	3 Cross Rails
�	8-12 Dogear or 6-9 Square Top pickets
   (based on gate width)
�	Adjustable End Wrench
�	Power Drill
�	Philips Screw Bits
�	Wire Cutters

Fiberon® Privacy Fencing Components

Cross Rails
�	1-1/2 in x 3-3/4 in x 67-1/2 in
�	Solid Cedar insert
�	Pacific Redwood:FNS RL2 H 67.5
�	Coastal Cedar: FNS RL2 J 67.5
�	Weathered Pine: FNS RL2 G 67.5

Dogear pickets
�	7/16-in x  4-5/8-in x 69-in
�	Arrange picket layout to meet privacy 

needs in three basic styles:
Traditonal (semi-private)
Shadow Box (private / semi-private)
Board on Board (private)
(Gate frame only supports the weight of 

the Traditional Picket layout)
�	Pacific Redwood: FNS PKT D H 69 WC
�	Coastal Cedar: FNS PKT D J 69 WC
�	Weathered Pine: FNS PKT D G 69 WC

Privacy / Gate Post
�	4-in x 4-in x 96-in
�	Solid Cedar insert
�	Pacific Redwood: FNS POST SB H
�	Coastal Cedar: FNS POST SB J
�	Weathered Pine:FNS POST SB G

Square Top pickets
�	7/16-in x  6-1/2-in x 69-in
�	Arrange layout to meet privacy needs
(Gate frame only supports the weight of 

the Traditional Picket layout)
�	Pacific Redwood: FNS PKT 6.5 SQ H 6
�	Coastal Cedar: FNS PKT 6.5 SQ J 6
�	Weathered Pine: FNS PKT 6.5 SQ G 6

Actual production colors may vary from colors shown.

fiberondecking.com

PRIVACY FENCING 



Custom Gothic Picket Gate
�	Assemble custom gates from Cross Rails and Gothic 

Pickets or by shortening a Gothic Picket Panel and using 
cross rails to add supports on the back of the gate

�	Requires Gate Posts on both sides of the gate
�	Hardware sold separately

Custom Ranch Rail Gate
�	Assemble custom gates from Ranch Rail cross rails
�	Gate posts are required on both sides of the gate to 

support the weight of the open gate
�	Hardware sold separately

�	Available as a picket fence panel or individual pickets
�	Never needs painting or staining
�	Long lasting resistance to decay and infestation
�	Attach a custom made gate by using a gate post on both 

sides of the gate to support the weight

�	Great perimeter fencing for residential use
�	Never needs painting or staining
�	Long lasting resistance to decay and infestation
�	Attach a custom made gate by using a gate post on both 

sides of the gate to support the weight

fiberondecking.com

Gothic Picket Fencing Ranch Rail Fencing

GOTHIC PICKET AND RANCH RAIL FENCING 



Brackets with Screws
�	Powder coating resists rust
�	Pacific Redwood: FNS RL BKT H
�	Coastal Cedar: FNS RL BKT J
�	Weathered Pine: FNS RL BKT G

Gothic Picket / Ranch Rail 
Post
�	3-1/2 in x 3-1/2 in x 64 in
�	Hollow Cedar insert
�	Pacific Redwood: FNS POST B H 64
�	Coastal Cedar: FNS POST B J 64
�	Weathered Pine: FNS POST B G 64

Gate Post
�	4-in x 4-in x 96-in
�	Solid Cedar insert
�	To support the swing weight of a 

custom Ranch Rail or Gothic Picket 
gate use on both sides of installation.

�	Pacific Redwood: FNS POST SB H
�	Coastal Cedar:  FNS POST SB J
�	Weathered Pine: FNS POST SB G

Fiberon® Gothic and Ranch Rail Fencing Components

Gothic Pickets
�	7/16-in x 3-1/2 in x 39 in
�	Pair with Cross Rails to create a 

custom gate
�	Pacific Redwood: FNS PKT G H 39 WC
�	Coastal Cedar: FNS PKT G J 39 WC
�	Weathered Pine: FNS PKT G G 39 WC

Gothic Picket Panels
�	67-1/2 in L x 39 in H
�	Pair with Cross Rails to create a 

custom gate
�	Pacific Redwood: FNS PNL2 G H 67.75
�	Coastal Cedar: FNS PNL2 G J 67.75
�	Weathered Pine: FNS PNL2 G G 67.75

Ranch Rails / Cross Rails
�	1-1/2 in x 3-3/4 in x 67-1/2 in
�	Solid Cedar insert
�	Use to create custom gates for Ranch 

Rail and Gothic Picket fencing
�	Pacific Redwood: FNS RL2 H 67.5
�	Coastal Cedar: FNS RL2 J 67.5
�	Weathered Pine: FNS RL2 G 67.5

fiberondecking.com

Actual production colors may vary from colors shown.

GOTHIC PICKET AND RANCH RAIL FENCING 



CALL US TODAY! 
1-888-449-0542 

New Products 

Fiberglass Planters 

Self-Watering Planters 

Tree Tubs 

Plastic Planters 

Concrete Planters 

Metal Planters 

Recycled Planters 

Garden Planters 

Planters Under $200 

Crushed Stone Planters 

Roman Bowl Crushed Stone Planter

Prices starting at: $189.00

The Roman Bowl Crushed Stone Planter is made with real crushed stone, 

blended with resin and reinforced with fiberglass for extra strength. Lightweight, 

durable, and economical these planters look and feel like real stone; but are 

less expensive, cheaper to ship, and easier to handle and maintain. Available in 

4 finishes: Tan, Sandstone, Autumn Leaf, Speckled Granite. 

View Finish Options

Pricing and weight for additional sizes: 

24" - (24"w x 10"h) - 20 lbs - $189 

30" - (30"w x 13"h) - 32 lbs - $319 

36" - (36"w x 15"h) - 55 lbs - $409 

46" - (46"w x 17"h) - 83 lbs - $619

Home » Crushed Stone Planters » Roman Bowl Crushed Stone Planter

Home Request A Quote Specifications Service Areas Contact Us
Concrete Planters Tree Tubs Self-Watering Planters 

BIG PLANTERS
IS PART OF THE DAWN ENTERPRISES FAMILY

LEARN MORE BY STOPPING BY GODAWN.COM »

Home Request A Quote Specifications Service Areas Contact Us GO

Page 1 of 1Roman Bowl Crushed Stone Planter | Crushed Stone Planters | BigPlanters.com

10/21/2015http://www.bigplanters.com/crushed-stone-planters/roman-bowl-crushed-stone-planter.htm



Report to the Appearance Review Commission 
from the  

Department of Community Development 
 

Case Number: 2015-AR-20 

 
Property: 135 Green Bay Road 
 

Zoning District: GC-1, General Commercial 
 

Petitioner: Emily & George Atia 
 

Request: The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to 
address conditions placed upon prior approval. 

 

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

Meeting Date:    July 6, 2015 
     November 2, 2015 
 
Date of Application: May 23, 2015 
 
Notices:    Certificate of Posting dated, June 16, 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 GC-1, General Commercial District, on the southwest side of Green 
Bay Road.  Surrounding uses include a multi-family residential building to the north, Union Pacific railroad 
to the east across Green Bay Road, commercial and single-family residential uses to the south, and single-
family residential homes to the west. 
 
Description of Request 

The petitioner requests an Appearance Review Certificate to address conditions placed upon prior 
approval. 
 
The petitioner received an Appearance Review Certificate on July 6, 2015 for exterior remodeling 
including new windows, face brick, paving, landscaping, lighting, and signage with conditions that they 
return with additional information on lighting specifications, rooftop screening, and a detail drawing of 
the brick/stucco transition. 
 

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 A/C Spec Sheets 
1.2 Rooftop Screening Spec Sheets 
1.3 Photometric Plan 
1.4 Detail Drawing (To be submitted at meeting) 

 
Case Minutes 

June 1, 2015 135 Green Bay Road 

Illinois Center for Digestive and Liver Health  Appearance Review Certificate 

 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2015-AR-20, 135 Green Bay Road, Illinois Center for Digestive and 
Liver Health for a preliminary review of an Appearance Review Certificate to remodel the exterior 
of an existing building and parking lot for a new medical office. 
 
Mr. Ng said the business owners were not able to attend the meeting and that he was in attendance 
as the architect to explain the proposal.  The business currently operates out of two offices.  One is 
located in Chicago and the other is in Barrington.  They wish to open an office on Green Bay Road 
as well as a satellite office on Ridge Road. 
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Mr. Ng said the front façade is the major portion of remodeling.  The current façade is at an angle.  
They are proposing to straighten out the storefront and pour a new foundation to support the 
weight of the new storefront.  The new storefront would have a more traditional appearance with 
some traditional detailing of the brick.  The materials would consist of brick and limestone.   
 
Mr. Ng said the existing tower located on the north end of the building would be remodeled as 
well.  The top layer of face brick would be removed and replaced with the new face brick.  There 
would also be a metal canopy over the front entrance.  The existing wing wall on the tower would 
be removed. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen asked if the applicant has identified a proposed use for the existing tower.  He 
thought it had originally been built so they could install the sign over top of the first floor.  The 
sign ordinance had once prohibited signs taller than the roof.  The tower would have given the 
building enough height to install a sign above the first floor. 
 
Mr. Ng said the proposed interior layout of the office would not allow them to utilize the tower. 
 
Mr. Ng said the back of the building is currently concrete block.  They propose applying a two 
coat stucco over the blocks.  They are also proposing the install a parapet wall on the back to 
screen the roof from the rear of the building. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen asked Mr. Ng what they were proposing for the sides of the building. 
 
Mr. Ng said they were proposing the clean the brick.  There will be a small brick return at the front 
of the building. 
 
Mr. Elkins said he encouraged the traditional style of storefront.  He would like additional 
information on the front façade including identification of materials on the elevation, window 
framing detail and clarification of what is new and what is existing. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if the new zoning ordinance required a certain amount of shade trees 
in the parking lot. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said one shade tree was required for every 20 linear parking spaces. 
 
Mr. Elkins said it was a preliminary review so no vote or continuance was required. 

 
July 6, 2015 135 Green Bay Road 

Illinois Center for Digestive and Liver Health  Appearance Review Certificate 

 
Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2015-AR-20, 135 Green Bay Road, Illinois Center for Digestive and 
Liver Health for an Appearance Review Certificate to remodel the exterior of an existing building 
including new windows, face brick, paving, landscaping, lighting, and signage. 
 
Mr. William Ng stated he was the architect for the project. 
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Mr. Sheridan was reviewing the photometric calculations and noticed the amount of lighting at the 
lot line exceeded the Village’s regulations. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked for a material sample of the brick. 
 
Mr. Ng said the brick sample was a Medium Ironspot 46 Velour Modular Brick manufactured by 
Endicott Clay Products. 
 
Mr. Sheridan stated Endicott Clay Products is a high quality brick manufacturer. 
 
Mr. Ng said he was not able to get a sample of the rooftop screening.  The manufacturer said it 
would take an additional six weeks before he could get a sample. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said the Commission would need to see a sample at some point, but that he didn’t 
feel it should hold up the current review. 
 
Mr. Elkins said he wasn’t sure how the transition from brick to stucco would work.   
 
Mr. Ng said the color rendering was not as representative of the materials as it should be.  The 
existing southwest (side) elevation of the building is a whitish neutral colored brick.  That brick 
would remain.  The stucco would be added to the rear of the building that is currently painted 
concrete block.  A parapet wall would be added to the rear of the building to help level the wall 
and screen rooftop equipment.  He will add a detail drawing to show the transition from brick to 
stucco. 
 
Ms. Woleben-Meade asked to see the trash enclosure material sample. 
 
Mr. Ng said the enclosure would use the same face brick as the building.  The enclosure gate 
would be a Trex material. 
 
Mr. Miller asked if the steel canopy would be corrugated. 
 
Mr. Ng said they would use a heavy gauge metal.  All of the metal would be dark bronze including 
the storefront window and door framing.  The stucco would match the face brick color. 
 
Mr. Sheridan said the only issues are the lighting, sample of the roof top mechanical screen, and 
the detail of the brick/stucco transition. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen asked if the windows would have divided lights. 
 
Mr. Ng said the second and third story windows would not have mullions.  The storefront 
windows would be one large window without mullions. 
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Ms. Woleben-Meade moved to approve and Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2015-AR-
20, 135 Green Bay Road based on the plans submitted with the following conditions: 1) the 
storefront windows would be one large pane, 2) the second and third story windows would not 
have mullions, 3) provide lighting specifications not to exceed 0.5 foot candles at the lot line, 4) 
provide the mechanical screen sample, and 5) provide a detail of the brick/stucco transition.  The 
motion was seconded by Mr. Elkins.  Voting yes:   Chairman Sheridan, and Commissions 
Collyer, Elkins, Miller, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 





48HC
High Efficiency
Gas Heat/Electric Cooling
Packaged Rooftop with EnergyXrr System
3 to 12.5 Nominal Tons

Product Data

C10222

the environmentally sound refrigerant

Use of the AHRI Certified
TM Mark indicates a
manufacturer’s  
participation in the 
program For verification 
of certification for individual 
products, go to 
www.ahridirectory.org. 
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CURBS & WEIGHTS DIMENSIONS -- 48HC 04--06

C12190

Fig. 1 -- Dimensions 48HC 04--06
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CURBS & WEIGHTS DIMENSIONS -- 48HC 04--06 (cont.)

C12191

Fig. 2 -- Dimensions 48HC 04--06
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CURBS & WEIGHTS DIMENSIONS -- 48HC 04--06 (cont.)

CONNECTOR
PKG. ACCY. B C

D ALT
DRAIN
HOLE

GAS POWER CONTROL ACCESSORY
POWER

CRBTMPWR001A01
1’-911/16”

[551]
13/4”

[44.5]
1’-4”
[406]

3/4”  [19]
NPT

CRBTMPWR003A01

3/4”  [19]
NPT1/2”  [12.7]

NPT

1/2”  [12.7]
NPT

1/2”  [12.7]
NPT

ROOFCURB
ACCESSORY A UNIT SIZE

CRRFCURB002A01

CRRFCURB001A01
1’-2”
[356]

2’-0”
[610]

48HC**04-06

NOTES:
1. Roof curb accessory is shipped disassembled.
2. Insulated panels.
3. Dimensions in [   ] are in millimeters.
4. Roof curb: galvanized steel.
5. Attach ductwork to curb (flanges of duct rest on curb).
6. Service clearance: 4 ft on each side.
7.          Direction of airflow.
8. Connector package CRBTMPWR001A01 is for
 thru-the-curb type gas.
 CRBTMPWR003A01 is for thru-the-base type
 gas connections.

C10040A

Fig. 3 -- Roof Curb Details 48HC 04--06
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CATALOG  NO. 650XPI Rev:  FEB 2015 

 

Qty. Size:              Actual □             M.O. □ Mullion 
Type 

No. of 
Sections Notes 

Width Height 
      

      
      

□ Sill flashing: Project: 

□ Screen: Location: 

□ 
Finish: Architect: 

Color: Representative: 

□ Other: Date:                               Job #: 

 

MODEL 650XPI 
 

STANDARD CONSTRUCTION 
 Material: Extruded Aluminum 6063-T6 
 Vertical Supports: 5” x 2” x .125” Aluminum Support Channels 
 Blades  6” (152mm) deep, .081” (2.1mm) nominal wall thickness 
 Blade Spacing: 6.875” (175mm) on center 
 Finish: Mill 

 

OPTIONAL ACCESSORIES 
 Cap Flashing 
 Hinged Access Panels 
 Visible Mullions 
 Invisible Mullions for continuous blade appearance 
 

FINISHES 
 2 coat fluropolymer: Kynar® 500 / Hylar® 5000 custom colors available in 70% 

PVDF (AAMA 2605) or 50% PVDF (AAMA 2604) formulas. 
 3 coat fluropolymer: Kynar 500 / Hylar 5000 custom colors available in 70% PVDF 

(AAMA 2605) formulas.    
 Anodic finishes: Class I and Class II in Clear, Light/Medium/Dark Bronze, 

Champagne, and Black. 
 Prime coat 
 Mill 
 
SUGGESTED SPECIFICATIONS 
 General: Furnish and install where indicated on drawings 6” (152mm) Extruded 

Aluminum Inverted Equipment Screen Model 650XPI as manufactured by 
Industrial Louvers, Inc., Delano, MN.   

  
 Material: Extruded aluminum supports and blades shall be one piece 6063-T6 

alloy.  Vertical supports shall have a material thickness of .125” (3.2mm).   Fixed 
inverted blades shall have a material thickness of .081” (2.1mm).  Supports and 
blades shall be joined by stainless steel mechanical fastener. 

Vertical Section 

Corner View 

Invisible Vertical Mullion 

Vertical Section

Invisible Vertical Mullion









 
 

1200 WILMETTE AVENUE  
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

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

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

 

 
October 23, 2015 

 
To: Chairman Sheridan and the Appearance Review Commission 
 
From: Lucas Sivertsen, Business Development Planner 
 
Subject: 721 Green Bay Road, Imperial Motors, Preliminary Review 
 
Imperial Motors is seeking a preliminary review of an Appearance Review Certificate to 
remodel the existing automobile dealership. 
 
The petitioner appeared before the Commission on February 2, 2015 seeking an 
Appearance Review Certificate for a previous design.  That request was denied by the 
Commission.  Jaguar Corporate has since revised their dealership design concept and 
has presented revised drawings to Imperial Motors.  These conceptual design drawings 
will be presented to the Commission for comments before a formal application is 
submitted. 
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The designs and material shown in this document are the property of 
SDA Partnership USA, Inc. and are not to be used or disclosed, in whole 
or in part, except in accordance with a contract, license or agreement in 

writing with SDA Partnership USA, Inc.

Jaguar Wilmette
09.30.15

1 of 15 

09.30.15



THE ALLIANCE EVOLUTION: INTEGRATING ADVENTURE, LUXURY AND PERFORMANCE

Existing Photograph

3 of 15 

09.30.15



THE ALLIANCE EVOLUTION: INTEGRATING ADVENTURE, LUXURY AND PERFORMANCE

Proposed Exterior Rendering
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Interior Photos
Stockport, UK

• Natural Dijon Walnut
• Cream Faux Leather
• White Surfaces and Counter Tops

9 of 15 
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Branded Elements
Provided by Ideal Image

Brand Wall
Approx. Dimensions
15’ 10” W x 2’ 1” D x 9’ 2” H

*Brand Logos and TV Provided By
Others

Reception Counter - Large
Approx. Dimensions
9’ 10” W x 3’ 1” D x 3’ 6” H

Wall Storage Unit
Approx. Dimensions
5’ 9” W x 19” D x 2’ 8” H

Merchandise Unit - Large
Approx. Dimensions
9’ 10” W x 1’ 8” D x 7’ 5” H

Display Vitrine
Approx. Dimensions
5’ 9” W x 1’ 3” D x 1’ 4” H

Sales Desk
Approx. Dimensions
5’ 9” W x 19” D x 2’ 8” H

Wheel Display Unit
Approx. Dimensions
2’ 3” W x 2’ 3” D x 6’ 9” H

Glass Planter - Medium
Approx. Dimensions
5’ 9” W x 1’ 3” D x 6’ 3” H

Internet Bar - Medium
Approx. Dimensions
7’ 10” W x 2’ 11“ D x 3’ 7” H

10 of 15 
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Signage
Provided by Pattison Sign Group

INDIVIDUAL LETTERS LOGO FACADE SIGNAGE
JAGUAR:
3D CHROME LEAPER & 3D JAGUAR CHROMED 
LETTERS
WHITE LED HALO ILLUMINATION

INDIVIDUAL LETTERS LOGO FACADE SIGNAGE
LANDROVER OVAL DOME FORMED ACRYLIC FACE
BRIGHT POLISHED STAINLESS STEEL ACCENT RING
DARK GREEN VINYL BACKGROUND
OPAQUE SILVER CHROME LETTERS
WHITE LED KEYLINE ILLUMINATION AROUND LETTERS, 
ACCENTS & BORDER
LANDROVER LETTERS:
3D LAND ROVER CHROMED LETTERS
WHITE LED HALO ILLUMINATION

NON ILLUMINATED
3D CHROME LEAPER & 3D JAGUAR 
CHROMED LETTERS
LAND ROVER DOME FORMED ACRYLIC 
FACE
BRIGHT POLISHED STAINLESS STEEL 
ACCENT RING / DARK GREEN VINYL 
BACKGROUND
OPAQUE SILVER CHROME LETTERS / 
WHITE 
KEYLINE AROUND LETTERS ACCENTS 
& BORDER

ACM 
CONSTRUCTION
REFLECTIVE 
BLACK 
VINYL COPY
MILL FINISH 
ALUMINUM 
SUPPORT POLES
BLACK 
ALUMINUM 
GROUND COVER

POST & PANEL 
SIGNAGE

FONT IS ARIAL BOLD
ALUMINUM CONSTRUCTION
REVERSE CHANNEL HALO LIT
LETTERS WHITE LED HALO
SHOWN AGAINST CHAMPAGNE SILVER 
BACKDROP

FONT IS ARIAL BOLD
ALUMINUM CONSTRUCTION
REVERSE CHANNEL HALO LIT LETTERS
WHITE LED HALO

Jaguar Stand Alone 
Landscape 
Monument

Jaguar Stand Alone 
Small Pylon 3 
Panel

Jaguar Stand Alone 
Small Pylon 4 
Panel

Jaguar Stand Alone 
Small Pylon 5 
Panel

Jaguar Stand Alone 
Large Pylon 4 
Panel

Jaguar Stand Alone 
Large Pylon 5 
Panel

Jaguar Stand Alone 
Large Pylon 25 
Open

Jaguar Stand Alone 
Large Pylon 25 
Closed

Jaguar Stand Alone 
Large Pylon 30 
Open

Jaguar Stand Alone 
Large Pylon 30 
Closed
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JLR ARCH PROTOTYPICAL REFERENCE INFORMATION
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